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may lie within the inundation area from a tsunami cr seiche, 
and may also be impaotad by strong currents, Tha Final EIS 
should address tha potential impacts to ths proposed project 
from a tsunami, seiche, and strong currents. Methods of 
mitigating should be addressed. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please 
contact Soa HcCrea, Division of Mines and Geology Environmental 
Review Officer, at (915) 322-2562= 

^ . — - - \ 

y2u. \/04f \̂ 
Dennis J - O'Bryant 
Environmental Program Coordinate: 

LrUI W o iTlw . i>,--!_-%. 

Zoa McCraa, Division of Mines and Geology" 
Kit custis, Division of Kines and.Geology 

Anderson, J.G., Hockwell, T3-:<Df and Agnew, C. , 1339, Past and 
Possible Future Earthquakes of Significance to the San Diego 
Region, Earthquake Spectra, vol. 5, no. 2, pgs = 299-3 33 = 

vfesnousky, S.G., 1335, Earthquakes, Quaternary Faults, and 
Seismic Hazard in California, Journal of Geophysical Research, 
vol- 91, no. S12, pgs. 12,537-12,631. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN fRANCSCO. CA 541SS-39n 

id l5 | 5AS-eS33 
Hoofing Impoirod/TDD (413) 396-t8?5 

Jane 39 V99Q 

Captain W, K. Good^njtot^ 
Department of ths Navy 
Naval FaclHties Engingering Corawftd Detachment 
3roadw2y Cornpls^ 
5S5 W. Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Oisgo, CA 92101-2937 

RE: Consents on Draft Eftvlronmefttal Impact Statament ( t lS) and dra f t 
consistancy datartnination for the Sroadway CompIeK Fra jsct , Citv of San 

Dsar C«otain Goodarmota: 

Thank you for submitting the Draft EIS snd consistency dstsrfninatiart far the 
Broadway Complex preject in advance of the o f f i c i a l submittal of the 
consistency determination far that project, kte have reviewed bot^ of those 
dra f t documents and ar^ generally pleased with the tha concept of developing 
the s i te for savy uses 

S *, i i-B U D M 

provided that ths project Inel-jdes previsions for 
ths araa. Ths Ccramission staff supports those alternatives 

(alternatives A and F) tnat iiiciude lar^® cpen-'Space areas, because ws Relieve 
that creating a shoreline park should fee a high priority far developing this 
site, Even though all of ths alternatives would imorove public uss of the 
sits, ths Cciimission staff has some concerns about the project's consistency 
with the California Coastal Management ?rsgra^ (CCMP}. 

O-l 

F'JSLTC TRUST 

Neither the draft i l S r.sr the draft consistency det^rrrnnation discuss the 
relationship between the proposed project and the public trust. Ths proposed 
project would ba located on.historic tldslands. These tidelands may have a 
Jpybllc trust easement attached to them. This easement would require the land 
ts be used to support only lisnitad uses, such as navigation, conroerce, or 
fishing. Ths Commission has adopted policy guidance for projects Involving 
lands that may have a public trust easement attached to them. The 
CoirenissiOR's Public Trust guidelines, adopted May 3, 1977, state that 
"development proposals that may Involve present or historic tidelands, 
submersed lands, and public trust lands should oe permitted only if consistent 
with the public trust," Therefore, in order far z m Comnrission t3 e^aluax-e 
the project's consistency with tha CCv*.?, the status of tha public trust 
e-asastert en ths Broadway Complex property must be r^s&lyed. If there U a 
public trust sassinent attached to the property, tha Consaission Vtaf? Is 
concerned that th« construction sf cctnraercial -sffice space could be 
Inconsistent with that easstnent. The wavy should coordinate with the State 
lands CoRgaisslon ta rs^-olvs thlt iiaaa. 

• ^ ^ 

i^=^: 

RtCScATIOMAL R£S0U^eg3 

The proposed project is located adjacent to San Diego Bay, 
ths Coastal Act promote* recreational use of gceanfrant la: 

Section 30221 sf 
[. That section 
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Oceanfrcnt land suitable for recreational use shall s® 
protected for recreational use and dsvelopment unless 
present and foreseeable future de^nd for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided 
for in ths area-

In the draft consistency determination, the Navy concludes that Section 30221 
of the Coastal Act doss not apply because ths property 1s not oceanfront 
land. The Commission staff disagrees with this cancluslao. The project site 
is located SCO feet from the bay on historic tidelands. Only a road exists 
between the project site and the bay. In reviewing past projects, ths 
Commission has not United oceanfront land ta areas irnrsediately adjacent ts 
the shoreline. Therefore, the Commission staff believes that the project site 
should be considered ss oceanfront and the Navy nust evaluate the project for 
consistency with Section 30221 of tha Coastal Act. 

The Commission staff believes that the project should be designed ts Improve 
^lic use of the site by rcaaiiinsirsg the amount of open space. Two of tha 

• rnativss considered in the £13., alternatives A an include significant 
amount of open space. Even though tha Ccramlsslon staff racognijes that most 
or the alternatives would open up the site for pybnc use, the constractlon i f 
high rises on this site may conflict with the need ts protect ths property for 
recreational uses. However, the development of a large open-space ar^a may 
mitigate the impact of development of the site for non-recreational ases. The 
staff would consider recommending that ths Commission concur with a 
consistency determination that includes non-recreational development, if the 
Wavy d°2i£n5XCit£i that present and future demand far csastal recreation is 
already adequately provided for in the area or would be provided by the 
proposed recreational uses of the property. 

Finally, on page 4-119- of the £IS> the Navy concludes that psr& facilities ir. 
the area would not be affected by the project, becayse. it dees not Include any 
residential units. Tha Commission staff disasrees with this conclusion. 
Since the proposed project would replace an existing office building and 
warehouse with two high-rise office buildings snd two high-rise hotels, the 
project wculd increase the number of people visiting this part sf San Oiegc 
Say. It 1s reasonable to 23 3yme that these people wculd use sxisting 
recreational facilities In the area during there visit. Thus, the proj-sct 
would plate -an additional burden on existing recreational facilltias in ths 
a res, 

0=3 

0-4 

COASTAL-DEPEHDENT ACTIVITIES 

•

£ion 30233 of ths Coastal Act idantVMsa eoastal-dapendent and 
s ta l - re la tad dsvelopment as p r i o r i t y uses of oceanfront land. The section 

provides that : i O-S 
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Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority 
over other developments on er near the shoreline lep' 
as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent 
developments shall not be sited in a.wetland. When 
appropriate, coastal-rslated developments should be 
acccmmcdatad within reasonable prsxialty ta the 
coastal-dependent uses they support. 

Section 30101 provides that: 

''Coastal-dependant development or use" means any 
development or usa which resuirss a site on, or adjacent 
to, the sea to be able ts function at all, 

Section 30101.3 provides that; 

"Coastal-related development'1 means any use that is 
dependent on 3 coastal-dependent development or use. 

The two altarnatlves considered In the consistency determination include the 
construction of two office buildings and two hotels. Since the hotels are 
visitor-serving uses, they provide seme recreational benefit. Thus, they may 
be considered a nigh priority yse- However, the Commission staff is concerned 
that both ths Naval and private office building* ar^ not coastal-dependant or 
coastal-related, and thus they may not be high priority uses for this 
property. In order fcr the Commission to find that these office byildlngs ar? 
consistent with the CCMi5, the Navy must demonstrate that those uses .ars either 
coastal-dependent cr coastal-related (see Sections 30101 and 30101.3 of the 
Coastal Act for definitions of coastal-depenaent and coastal-related 
developments). Since It is unlikely that either of these buildings can be 
defined as coastal-dependent, the Navy must demonstrate that both of these 
buildings are caastal-related. If the Navy cannot demonstrate that those uses 
are coastal-rslated, the proposed use? may still b© consistent with tha 
Coastal Act if the Navy can shew that there are no appropriate coastal-
dependent or coastal-related uses for this property, 

AcrEmTms 

The 3roadway Complex project h-gs bsen dasi^ned to allow for the construction 
of Naval Office space at little or no cost ts th® Navy. In order to 
accomplish this goal, the Wavy would lease the proparty to a private developer 
to construct ths two hotels, the private office building, snd the wavy ̂ ff1c=s 
byilsin^, Th5 ̂ cincmlc ntyrn from the n^tei % end the private offict bgildin-g 
s/ould enable ths dsveloper to soastrust ths ̂ avsl office building at littls or 
no cost to the Navy. This method of construction *pp«ars to encourage a 
density of development that Is higher thsn necassary to support military 
activities, Tha Commission staff is concerned that this project ftay ss a 
precedent for high density military/private development on urban waterfronts. 

The Commission staff believes that the Mavy should consider redycing the 

0-7 

density ef the developmem1 13 r emphasise rscreat isnal uses in a mannsr n-a 
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that is consistent with surrounding development. Tha Mavy should evaluate a 
scaled down alternative that includes some private develepment and § g^eajjj-
ccntr1b.ijtia£_fif—ta^gxil fundi by the Navy, That alternative would still allot 
the Navy to have its office space at less than full cost and would improve 
recreational uses of th® area. 

O-S 

If tha range of"alternatives is limited to those that have been identified In 
the draft EIS, then the Commission staff bsll^ves that the Navy should give 
additional consideration to alternative F. The alternat1y-&s evaluated In tha 
consistency determination gre limited to alternative %, which lnclades.1.9 
acres cf open space, and alternative s, which Inclydss 0,5 acre of open 
space. However, alternative F, as described In the EIS. Includes 3.5 acres of 
open space. That alternative would allow for more open space by reducing the 
number of high-rises frgra foyr buildings to three, Thst slternatlve would 
maintain the same amount of square footage as alternative A because the height 
of the remaining buildings would be incr§as3d. 

As,described above, the Coastal Act encograges the maximum amount of sublic 
recreational us? of the waterfront areas. Alternstive F'^OLsId create s large 
y^^line park, m d thus-increase the amoynt of recreational opportunities 
plBRded by the project* It appears that alternative F was not chosen as the 
preferred alternative, because the increased height of three remaining 
buildings would Increase the visual iinpast of the project, The Conrnsslon 
staff believes that the Navy should reconsider that alternative because the 
Increase in height and greater visual Impact may be mitigated by the reduction 
in the number of buildings. In addition, that alternative -does not include a 
building devotee entirely to commercial office us®, and thus that alternative 
msy have less conflicts with the public trust easement and Ssctiofts 30521 and 
3Q255 of ths Coastal Act. 

CQST 

k% d-ascribed above, the purpose of the two hotels and the private office space 
is to alloy the construction of Maval office space it Vittle or no cast to tha 
Navy. In ths coastal-dependent section of the Navy's consistency 
determination, the Navy argues that the private office space is consistent 
with that section of the CCMP because it is Integral to the project's 
financial feasibility. !n srdsr rcr the Cs^lssisn staff ts evsluats this 
S3nclu£ion; the Navy need? ts prodyta avld^nst to support that csnclu^lon. 
The Navy should include, as ssrt of the consistency ^^ter^i^atiDft., ah ic^namlc 
analysis that distussss the following \ iw%%\ 

W 3 I JK 

Csmonstrsts that the two hotels and the private O T ; I C * space are 
necessary to fund the Mavy s f f i cs spast. 

Can ths Navy cont r iby te federal funds ts r^d^cs t^a In t s^ ' i l t y of 
development or e l iminate the non-pr is r i ty us^s? 

Wil l the pro jec t remain faas ib l^ IF the private o f f i c s pylldl/s^ H 
not constructed? 

! W='! '1 



3= Will the project remain feasible if the private office bylldi^g Is 
not constructed? 

4. Is there sufficient demand for the proposed private development., in 
the San Die-go area? 

5. If the City of San Olego does not contribute money to tha project., 
can the Navy still develop altsrnatlvs A or ? g-nd consider the 
increase In cost as mitigation for intensity and nen-prisrty 
development issues? 

SSTUARINS RESOURCES 

Qn page 4-151 of thg t!S, the H&r j state? th-tt: 

The project site contributes urban runoff to this area 
through storm water flows that salt the sits via stor^ 
drains that empty Into the bay. Although not conclusive, 
it can bs .assumed that runoff from the sit® does not 
substantially affect -the marine habitat of San 01^90 Bay 
bacsuse the habitat velue in"this area is considered rich 
and divers®, 

If tha estuarine h^bitst in the area Is considered rich and diverse, why does 
the Nevy assume that the urban rynoff would net be significant? The 
Commission staff spes not believe that the M v y should make this assumption. 
If the proposed project wsyld ir.creass urban runoff in % irarsnsr that 
significantly affects the *stusr1ii£ hab1t2t3 then th« l̂ ayy should mlt^gat^ 
that Impact-

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

The Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the City of San Diago has been 
Incorporated into the CCM?. While Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act remains the 
substantive standard for evaluating federal projects, the LCP provides 
guidance for interpreting Chapter 3 policies in light of local circumstances. 
Therefore, the Navy's consistency datenalnation shoulfl Include an analysis ef 
the project's consistency with tne relevant portions ef the LCP, The 
Cornmlssion staff is particulsrly concerned abo'jt th® prsject's consistency 
with the trsnaportatlon policies of tha LZ?. In *.ts csnal^t^^cy 
determination, the Havy shoyld Inclyde sn snsly^is of tne project's indlvidus 
and cumulative traffic Impacts snd their eansistaney with the Centre 5*1 ty 

W 8 u i 
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Once again thank yea for the opportunity tc comment on the draft EtS and 
consistency detsrmlnatior. i c z the pzopogsd project. If you hava any 
questions* please contact Jim Halves the Oorrfnlssion 3taff0 

Ssscutive Dir^cfco 

JRR/PMD 
OOOIP 
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225 Srcadway 
Suite 1100 
3an Diego. Catitorri.a 92101-5074 
619/236-7101 

C a n 
D e v s i e p m e n t 
C o r p o r a f i o n 

John G. Davies 
PRESIDENT 

Gil f?. Cntai 
VICE PRESiCE^I 
Philio C 3lcif 
StC-IETARY 
j anav P ^ruger 

Si)7EC'0"S 
Thomas £ Carter 
PcTfick Kruer 
Henri S. Lagatelia 

Pcmeic M. Hafnitton 
Es£CL.TM VICE WtS-CSKJ 

J u n e 1 3 , 199C 

as ter s ^ s f SB^ 

JCT Om- iL-- E v I&v-

in** 

Mr, Louis Misko • 
Dirsctor cf Planning 
Officer in Charge 
3RGADAY/NAVY COMPLEX 
555 West Beech Street, #101 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr, Miski 

My understi 

as«™«,» -s <"* n uoas: 

inq of the preferred configurat ion of the s t r s e t s 
=1-: intsrseccing racitrc dignway, including 3roacivs.v ana 

5 th; 
left-hand turn movements from. Pacific Highway onto 
intersecting streets have been recommended, Conversely, 
in the evsnt that a full two block plasa is created at the 
terminus of Broadway? double left-turn lanes are reccmnsndad 
at the intersection of Broadway and'"C" streets as illustrated 
on page 4-63, 

With respect to northbound traffic on Pacific Highway, 1 
recommend against a right-hand turn at the intersection 
of Broadway, ' I. also question the need to provide a double 
left-hand turn frem Broadway, southbound onto Pacific Highway. 

These recommendations will negatively impact the design 
of off-site improvements adjoining the proposed development 
of the Santa Fe Center on the south side of Broadway and 
tha future development of the Santa Fe Properties located 
on the north side of Broadway„ 

1 

i n 'ition.? the implementaticn of r ight-of-way improvaments 
•s t 3 r o a dw % v and highway may be regarded as a standard 

;r intersections between Ko->^ and Grap; streets 

as a landscaoed boulevard. 

3-2 
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Louis Misko 
June 13, 1990 
Pacre 2 L» ^ isa- &-' a— 

For this reason, I am anxious that the circulation 
improvements balance the traffic needs of tha City and 
adjoining development with the street as an important 
lar-dscaoed entrance to the City and waterfront area. 

-*> 

wou T ^ = •^T~.T".=ir' i" p.+• a t.jQ-'•tf -j-.a s. T^rt 7*. C « •?---• TVVV r ° n r 1 r*" ^'-—*i C 1 Tl ' t H i* T ^ S I ^ J T ^ T ^ 

of the draft ExR for the Broadway Comoisx. 

MAX SCEMIDT 
ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT 

Mike Stetner 
Allan Holden 

?-ae 
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UNZTEO STATES EKVXSOSSSHTaii PROT2CTI0H 

123 S JJISSIOH STStEST 
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Of f i c a i s Char^gs - Havy Srcadvav P r o j e c t 
Westism Div i s ion 
Ks.va.1 Fasi-Xit^i'ss Ermine ©ring' -DS2naŝ id : Q S ^ : "^!»^!v; 

b2 i? w 
; * » • * - • * > « . * - i t ' ^ 

CS 9 i l . C l - 2 3 3 ' 7 

The U.S, Envijrcnnantal P r o t e c t i o n Agency (SPA) has reviewed t i e 
D r a f t Environmental Impact S t a t aa s r ; t (DEIS) t i t l e d ao-TT BEGSUW2.Y 

C i t y cf San Dieao has i s sus ; jftstal. laapact Sl-apo: 
^DSXS.) witicfc. i2.c02r003rs.tss bsv ir̂ B-f S—st:C!= tins 
D îr ccinne^nts en t h ^ DSXS ''DHXS ^.^e wS'O'^is.^^ ^tr"Siiajst t o t^i'S 

k o t , and th.e CotLncii on Err/lrro;£si-ar/ta.!L Q u a l i t v r s ftssjiilst.ioii.s fof 

K:e proposed Broadway p r o j e c t wculd c e n t r a l i s m and c o n s c l i d a t a 
xhs Na^y-'s a-~^?^^i^tsratlva ao t i 'T ' i t i e s f o r t b a San Di^co reg ion < 

"•Vl T -

. r ^ r . ^ J . ^ " 1 §'',*".?''S'f i^s icWftito^Bji San o i s s o 
xhs s i t - s i s i^rc^ossd. ^s^r ^scls^vslo'Dsissit 

!Zh^ Havr reouirss 
r o x l a a t e l y one n i l l i o n sc>zara f^a t of ofi:io£ spacs 

i d d i t i o n a i BTiXti-^^se p r i v a t e devsiopment ( h o t a l , of f ice^ r e t a i l ) 
o n s i t a would be incl^d-^d t o o f f s e t th.© c o s t of t h e Navy—cccupiec 
s i t e T th-s^r^h'" r'S.du.0 izis" t ^^ sosSt t o ~̂̂ *'-s ^"'sjssfi. '̂̂ r ^ The SCsw" snd 
^h^ C i t y cf San Dis*go i n t e n d t o conc lude a d^velopnant agf semes 
13 t h ^ nsch-aniss for1 a^w-fovsl smd cor^tro 

— - — • - - - — — ^ - — — ^ — 

it the s i t a ' s develop 

^•T'jJJ"^ r " . ^ 1 - ; ^ . ^ T ^ ' ^ ~ 

1 u 
' - ^ "S5? 

in^ssj.rv-'a.tioEi and s o l i d v s s t ^ irscvo^ •f̂ ;" in .̂̂ îî fp-

L3.viircnaeatal Xn^a-ct Statsiffisnt {5313) aonts-in a d d i t i o a a l inSo2^a.-; 

•XOii S J l d v a 3 d t i L j ^ t l O ? 5 . 2E5SAi5tLr'3^S 0?^ S ' S - V ^ C J p^ro^ect. ssat i^res rscn; 
2 , t - ^ d ' iS2!idfrSi',— 'J"Hi* ^•''''," "-,!;'?,*!Tii^ C o * , = .'='*,~^?,;s t ^ ''''"^ ^'•v*! "15^^.OVS^17^/ i - ^ C S A ^ . fi: 

" ^ , 3 . T ? ! r ^ ^ ^ ry^?-_i s^S-sn'- isss-es^s ^ '̂"^ •:?°i'v 
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mental Sesponse, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLK), as 
amended in 19S6? and the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA.) . 
Detailed co^ent^ are provided In Snclosi^re 2* 

r-S b ^ b C : id }=* !=!!^a. '|--' • ' ' *• • •* i 
:i~ d /•«,•»*• 

;end us tl̂T-.̂* ̂.osî s o? ̂^* ^^^ Stti ^yti^ tj j;^., 

the SPA's Washington^ D.C* office 
Please call ̂ e at 415-536-S3S3 er 
David rcmsovic at 415-55S-5093. 

a it is officially filed vit 
If you have any questions. 

0-1 

^av21- "̂ QtŜ  ^?*ft "*=•?• M 4 ' * 

i-ii^iSLi, sya, •i?'? 

Deanna !€= Wlesaan^ D i r e c t o r 
^J — «_ ^ . =« Ci - i ^ J-, ^L îsa . 

^ W - n ^W a.^ L' •• - ^b -n 

sTi T i l O t ^ i * ! W - 1 , j i i i ~ •l»" A - I r f J - t *=—•& i o ' — ( - W J - ^ d c - ^ 1 ^ i ^ . ^ . •=r v 

s.,=r-r ..—.^ • 

j.sy 
Citv o^ San Dieô o Pls-nni-ns" Dê DS-̂ tsê  
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EnvLron^atgl. Sspact of th^. Action. Hndssnxa 1 

ZC—"'pr-v o f Cb^scd ions 
Ihe EB.% review has not ident i f ied any potant ia i environn»ntal lapacts raquir ing 
su te t snc i^e changes to ths prcpcsalo Ihe review may hswe oisolosed cppsr&aii t ies to r 
a s o l i s a t i o n of mi t iga t ion ssas-jrss that could be accca^lished with no isora than minoc 
changes to the proposal * 

£C—5r.7irof!iEental Concsrps 
Ths £FA r s v i e v has idenzifi-sd enviror^sntal impacts thsc should fee avoided in order to 
fu l ly p ro tac t the envircniBiit- Csrrectitfe msasures may racuire chsrges to the prsfarrsd 
a l t a m a t i - r s or aopi icat ion of mi t iga t ica usass^ras tha t can reduce the snvirersssntal i ^ a c t 
E3 . i*«ould l i k e t o horfe vi th the lead agency to rsduos these irrpaotSa 

The SPA rsrTiaw has idsn.ciJied s ign i i ioan t envirorac&r.tal iss-acts t ha t jnust bs avoidad in 
order i c orovide acsousts orotsctiion for fh^ Siivironssnt* Cstrrsotivs nsasiares s s j rscr^iirg 
subs t an t i a l ciianges to ths prsferrsd a l t e rna t ive cr consideration, of scss o thsr project 
a l t e r n a t i v e ( i rc lud i r^ the no action a l t s r a a t i v e cr a new a l t e m a t i ^ e j . EPA ir.tsoss CG 
«Qihc vi'th th* lead agsncv to reducs the^e iss^acts. 

^ s E2~- r av i sv ^ ^ identif ied adverse envirorsnsntal ia^acts t ha t ara of suffici-ant znagni-
t u i e tha t thav a r e unsaclstactorT fcosi tha standpoint of snvironmsEAsLl quality? public 
hsalcn c r "xal~are= EPA intands io M -̂rk v i t h the lead agency to rsduo^ thsse inoacts,. If 

Adecusc1^ cf ths IiEOSOt S^iatSBant 
^ l . _ . _ - , i t • • • I H l M l ^ M l | | ^ ^ , - . . _ - -

l-.r a.=«-o "ff 

rs^ia^sfsr has iden t i f i ed nsw rsascnably ai3a.ilabla a l t a m a t i v e s t h a i a ra ••slihin the soactzruni 

t h s action., i ^ s ident i f ied addi t ional i u f o a a t i o n , da ta , analyses r c r discussicn shculd be 
included In the f ir^al EXŜ  

Cstecc-r'/ 3—-Inadecuata 

srivironnssial iss^acto of the action.? or 'the K!PA rsvi'Sw^r has Idsn t i f l sd nss-r rssscTiSol'-'' 

ins^aciL3 in"ol*'*idf t h i s orccosal could t e a candidate for r e f e r r a l to ths C2C?= 

^i, . . ^^w. .^^^^ Adc?it&d b^.iP^j Oct:, 19S4 



SPA to Ha.'̂ T* Sroadyav Cosisle^: Proj ec t 0 Citry aad Gonntrf of Sas 
Ca l i fo ra ia - Draft BsrriLgQaaffn-fcaU Tapae^. Sta^age3t_faBT5) a 

I * •@ 2 T T ? I T * ^ 

GKWHRAL CQÎ MSl-rrS - WATS? CONSaRT^TIOff 1 5 JUN 1S9Q 

The DEIS state; t MKone cf the alternatives would sig
nificantly affect the ability of the City to provide, water 
service; therefore, no aitlgatioa measures are necessary5S {DSX3? 

page 4-121] - We urge the Navy and the City of Sas Diego to -use 
this opportunity to develop a facility that is a modal for water 
conservation- We recommend ysu consider adopting a broad range 
of mitigation measures to reduce the amount of water which the 
proiDosed project would consiane^ especially for its operational 
ohaie. Sxasples of water conservation maas-ores include: 

or flow rsstrictors * installation of water-saving shower hea 
in the hotel rocnLS? 
* insta.llation of ws-ter conservation feati^res on tsi^ o-f-. 

oe r iod ic 
STSpi 3_nc^£,' 
^ 7 -1^*.^ ̂,-y 

W^ri ̂ *. 

".'a«7 Sf S* •̂ stoî f̂iiA* trees and plants for 
features^ 
* use of eff icient' sprinklers or dri; 
watering of lawns, trees and plants, 
* use of "gray water" to water lawns, plants end shrubs, and 
- watering vecretation after dtsli or hefor^ si^nrise to reduce 
•^•ypo rati on, especially during hot mon"hhs» 

^ ^ . OUAXiXTY — CLSAK AIR ACT-

..'-̂ ..S'ta-aO iki iM 

systssas r a t h e r than hand 

ujL^si r; 

ocllutantso '̂̂ t̂e western half of 
z. of state and national 

:s. aLiiu. state nitrogen dioxide standardsn 

(DEIS, page 4-156), Because of this, the Navy and the City 
hould undertake every feasible effort to ensure that proposed 

in further deterioration cf air 
oth the Federal and State Glean 

nonattainnent araa f 
the Basin is designated as nonattains 
carbon monoxide standi•^•~ ^^^ 

proj ect activities do not res' 
srualitv in the air hasin und^ 

?, ,.«, •!_,«. 

i.̂  ?̂ "̂ "S~1 '=*'~*f~ * 3 S 1 ;gitive du: 
construction and long-term air emissions reduction through a 
Traval Demand Kanagement (TDK) program CD2IS, pages 4-172 and 
4-173) . "̂a encourage the iTavy and the city to commit to adoption 
of 2.11 the TDM eler.;ents ^ i3.^-^^^ r1^ a^ -f ̂  -j-̂.a T-^TS S f?1""" •'"••̂  ̂  ̂ c 
"inoro^red tirarsit use throurh 'hetter serv""^ ^^^ aooesslh"' ̂  ̂ t7^ 

i provision of rasmrvad carped 
, and develcsmsnt spaces 

uses7- (DEIS, page 4-61), We encourags tha Navy and the City t 
vork closely with the San Diego M r Pollution Control Dis-

loes not contribute to det* 'iU. tion of San Dieao^s sir 

Q«3 
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gya-griQCS StTBSTANCSS - COWPHSg^^sraTg H^v^IxQNMSNTA^ R5SPQNSS, 
roMPENSATXQN AKS IXABlllXT'f ACT. .%S AMEHBSD SY SOPSgFUND M £ N D -
yENTS AND RSACTTgORI^ATION ACT fCSRCIA/SARAl i g JJJ^ "^QQ 

EPA's Decerber 1933 scoping letter to the N a w requested that tha 
DSIS identify potential" topics conta^iination and contain topics 
mitigation = We appreciate the chapter that discusses potential 
toxics contanlnation end the mitigation which the Navy will adopt 
to reduce/eliminate impacts to public health and t h e . environment. 
~NB request that ths toxics mitigation identified in tha DSIS be 
adopted in full by the Navy in its FEIS and Record ef Decision. 

It appears liicely fros several statements that C2RCI.A hazardous 
substances, oollutants or contaminants are present onsite.. 
ExamToles include tha "^oily S'iirfacs BI jutside Building IDS; 
-shigh acidity" due to sulfuric acid previously stored In Building 
105; and "higher than normal levels of some priority pollutant 

should clarify whether any such materials are present. If they 
are present, the selection of a remedy by the Navy would need to 
follow the process set forth in C2HC1A and the JTaticnal Contin-

the extent of CEHCXJl hazardous substances contamination, a risk 

We acrnee with the 
n ecru ire more 
contamination 
oa^e 4—2X6*: * 

"i pi—s*• -? t — ^ »r-.T-} 

.sr^^ne t h e eictent of t o x i c s 
i ^ o ^ r i a t e remedia l work (D2XS, 

^ a ' sourcs of h-laCsC hvdrocarbcn i"dis-
,,«. r^ ^. i-i rac •DO""""' ̂ "-cr̂  ̂ ^ a 

^ . —. -iS-
'•s -• J 

vz- soil around the forfclift area "7̂ _̂ 

sncentra- », "> ̂ !.-« ^^^If™^^,^—^'^ - ? * ^ ̂ — -1 j * - t m ^ -itt^l B f i=ir^.^-=Ll Li-'i 

recommended to reduce future onsite soils contamination 

its Broacwav dev*j.co-We reguest that the Navy closely coordinate 
ments with ^he California Department of Health Services f ths. 
Regional Water Quality Control Soard and local health and 
environmental agencies to ensure that the proposed project is net 

1 ,•/=». 5; 

J 

iilLi-^i 
-̂ fS"p ^ ^ .-=r̂ i ̂  

1= Hajsard.cu3__7-ja£-:':ie Voluzaa^ Ws were unable to find any discussion 
Qoncem^ng the cyp^s and quantities of hazardous materials or 
ha^ardoiis wast^. ^s defined under the Federal ^CHA and/or State 
of Calif o m l a la^ . whl-^h the Srcadway Proj est may use or 
generate.. The oroject^s construction mav s'-en^rats a var^ 
c a % a m o u s w a s t e s ? -s- ^v? ^ ."T̂ I ~ -̂•r̂i'̂i ̂  >«..3- -j -^^ w.^ s?*^1"! » ̂ ^ 3'o,aT '̂t 

.̂ T"-" o^-

.r-lV'ST^-h^"; sarcious wasves may o^ ••s 
h i ^ j . . ^ C - i r t ^ ^?* ^ , . . . . J E . ^ . 
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1991 

operations and other actions such as landscaping operations 
(pesticides) . Wa request that ths FEXS identify the types and 
^^^kaatsd quantities of hazardous waste which may he generated 

"ng construction and operation B 

2. hazardous Waste Minimization, We encourage the Nâ /y and ths 
City to maXe hazardous waste minimization, as required by ths 
19S4 RCRA amendments, an integral component of the Broadway 
Project in both construction and operation - Hazardous, waste 
minimization should be included as a mitigation measure in the 

A , 

ilf i s a n t imtacts 
s o l i d waste would r e s u l t from anv cf t h e a l t e r n a t i v e s 

m i t i g a t i o n measures a re necessary35 (page 4*123) • EPA i s very 
concerned with the n a t i o n ' s s o l i d waste problem,, 1 
mroblems associated with s i t incr new s a n i t a r y l a n d f i l l s and/a: 

f^r* 117 n ^ 

ermitting alternatives guch as insinerat Recvcxi J~ ̂ Woioeii 

the need for raw materials and helps to conserve natural 
resources. It helps to minimise landfill use and extend the 
e^tected life cf &Â .S'̂ .2̂ Ti'̂ r saritarv la^d^ills^ We thus encouracre 
the Navy and the City to vigorously pursue a pro-gram to recycle 
solid wastes, especially papery, glass, plastics and aluminum • 
cans* We recommend .that a solid waste recycling program be 
included as a miticration measure In the FEXS .and ScOD, 

:f^i iS} 

4 , Solid Wast a Kana cement Units f SKHLTS^ /ĵ orr -ft ct i^ 

[h^^^XS should discuss whether any SCKA SWffis are located 
•ces of contamination may constitute 5 onsita- various s; ixUrv 

FIU '' X d i f-t s nasarc .*» • J V S , ^ — ^ 
» 3 ? * - = i » 

to rk laf t /drum snorag'fe area^ contaminated s o i l near Building 71 , 
I f t h e Navy determines t h a t HCPA SWMU's a re o n s i t e . t h e FSX3 
should, discuss whether the t r o t c s e d o r c i e c t csould a f fec t RCSA 

^.™.j™ -» nsite or at adjacent 

VOXXC SUBSTANCES CONTPOL ACT o- TSCA 

S i ~ W a i ^ i 

The DEX3 (page 4=222) notes t h a t f lu ids in t r a n s formers end other 
e l e c t r i c a l un i t s wi l l be t e s t e d by the Navy p r i o r t o construct ion 
-o determine i f the f lu ids conta in PCEs - T ? •=.'£•?.« s-ro. -fennr?. rho. 
levy w i l l dispose of the f l u i d s and the 
traste d isposal f a c i l i t y . We request th 
?C3 s p i l l cleanup pol icy r e 

should note tha 
mater ials i s Qoveme 

t i t s a t an approved 
t h e FEXS address ths 

- i^J -c i ; <*^?*><3.,-

o-V a 

rements u n d e r 4a C F K 7 5X.-12U or on 

5^-5. ± ^ - !{ ^ns^ss ; .3 T 

^ • - ^ • .L^-Cia. i T h s J 'Si 

~ tsni^a'^ed. 
r-^- ' - ^ i D TSCA, 

Or 
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lote: Provided below is public testimony commenting on the Draf t EIS 
d.d. 

The Navy s presentation of the project elements, pages 5 through 21 of 
th i s t r a n s c r i p t , repeats the contents of tne Draft BIS, so i s not inc l uded 
here. 

Our f i r s t speaker w i - l l be C o l l e e n C r o n i n , 

3 j PRESENTATION BY MS. COLLEEN CRONIN 

4 \ NATIONAL SAFETY ASSOCIATES 
i 

5 j MS. CRONIN: Good evening ladies and gentlemen, my 

5 name is Colleen Cronin; I'm a sales coordinator with a 

i 

I 

7 j company called National Safety Associates. We're located at 

3 | 7710 Balboa, Suite 216!=, San Diego, California 32111, 

9 j Our primary focus is environmental products, 

specifically water and air filtration systems. As •you ara 

probably aware, there is a growing concern about the quality 

of cur indoor-air. 

We offer a so 1ution to this prob1 em, We have an air 

unit which removes 35 percent of these indoor contaminants 

down to 0,1 microns. 

This Induces smoke, pollen, dust, spores, gases, 

odors, about half of all known viruses and all bacteria. 

Areas cf application might be rooms with blueprint 

machines, computer rooms, lounges, poorly ventilated rooms, 

and areas wi th"hi ah ooncentrati ons of employees . 

Our units are vary energy efficient costing only 

pennies a day to operate. Host Importantly, cur units have 

an unprecedented three year warranty. 

If used proper"y, these fiIters should great 1y reduce 

2o your errip'ioyee absenteeisra due to illnesses contacted at the 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

13 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 

2̂ 2 



23 

work pi ace, better known as, si ck bui1di ng syndrome> 

Ws also offer a variaty of water f11tration s/stems 

designed to remove chlorine and chlorine compounds. Our 

units consist cf a granular activated carbon filter which is 

=; impregnated wi th si 1 ver to prevent bactari a from growi ng 

1 wi thi n the unit, 

Aporoxlmatsly ons third of al1 Californians are 

if 
8 j d n n k i n c b o t t l e d water and an® paving anywners from ^s cents • i 

'i . i a 

I M 
3 | to $1.50 per gallon. We offer bottle quality water for oniy j 
j i [ 

10 three cents a gallon. is 
11 I One cf cur newest editions is our bottle less water i. 

I s 
: i 

•H cooisr; it has a J ease-to-own option, which mo.: •• -1- .-* , 1 f f 7*i 

=n 

1 

2 

21 

22 

do "not OTfer. At tne enc or three years, oasea on L-ne 

number of coolers needed, you could literally save thousands 1 
I 

of ddl1ars in thi s area alone. i 

Additional hidden costs with other companies include | 

bottle storage, 1 ess of employee time to change bottles; a 

interruptions from bottle delivery. Our system alleviates 

these problems. 

I want to thank you for the opportun i ty to present our j 

products to you, and we look forward to working with you. 

Thank you, 
CAPT, GOODERMOTE: Thank you very much, 

Mr. Wood. 

HA-1 
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1 • 

2 

3 

4 

PRESENTATION BY MR, DON WOOD 

0-3 AND THE BAYFRONT COALITION 

^R, WOOD: My nam® i s Don Wood; ws 3 ve been work i ng 

24 

~) 

together for I don't knew how many years now o (TS (•» '?• S-.. 1 S 1.-1 « r* ^ 

it ths on' ainal 1 nu;̂  W i ) v w h a r r e t t e s t h a t the Navy he ld when 

3 

9 

1 

14 I 

15 

13 

1.7 

IS 

13 

20 

21 ; 

i 

22 ] 

Bruce Sol and was the Admiral. 

'We5 ve been i nvol ved in the waterfront for a 1 ong time: 

0-3 is represented on the Srcadway Complex Coordinating 

Group, and also has representation on the Center City 

Planning Committee. 

-We're going to be providing written comments, but I 

thought I want- to get a few onto ths records especially if \\ 
! 

this turns out to be the only public hearing associated with {! 

the "EIR. 

We app1aud the Havy for an acti ve effort to i nvo1ve 

the community; get"community Input, and provide public 

review cf this project, I'm sorry we don't have more psopls 

down here tonight. It's certainly a .breath of fresh air 

compared to the Navy Hospital fiasco in Sal boa Park, I 

think its been a mere opposite to that, and I want to thank 

Wayne and a lot of his staff for that behavior. 

We applaud that the proposals having to do with 

j l 
HB°1 

ooeni ng cf the »«.*'• *2 ••„ ^ w est streets tnrougn tne si >-•« a i 'r-a 

waterfront, £, r and G Streets, 

We think that's very positive and 'we certainly suppo 
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3 

9 

10 

11 

• 

25 

the park proposal to put Sroadway included in I believe 

I alternative F, 

We have some poncerns I'd like tc se@ addressed in the 

final EXP.. We support what you're trying tc do so far. 

We're still wrestling with, hew does this project set a 

precedent for the land between Pacific Highway and Harbor 

Drive, 

How do we support this proposal, and some of the 

heights proposed on some of the buildings here, and yet then 

refuse to support or eppose Port projects being proposed on 

sites on tidelands property ncrth of Sroadway. 

ying to set up some equity and we're realizing 

i 
HP-1 

iM! 

.his is a precedent., and so we wan' r.-* -isic with tne ixavy 

14 j and other interested parties to try and get some clear 

15 j agreement on how this is going tc be, especially since the 
I 

IS j Port has not agreed to abide by the BCCG proposals; or the 

17 

IS 

13 

20 

21 

22 

design standards. 

What i s the potenti al impacts on the si ts related to 

the recent 1y reported in the paper the Mi ss1 on Bay fault, 

whi oh runs down runway 31 at Li ndbergh Field, through it 

1 ocks like the Solar si ts, the County Admi ni strati on Center 

and the Santa Fe sits. 

Does that fault run under or near tnls site? .What are 

the potent1al impacts of an earthcuake along the fault? 

What wculd the impact on this site be? What stsps are being 

i 



taken to identify those potential impacts due to the 

pctsntial earthquake? What litigations propose to avoid cr 

in 

Of-

HB-3 

lessen these impacts? 

•I i i «i H ' W i i i 
•). T p *J like to ^ake is how this orojac" 

13 

14 

15 

1-3 

17 

13 

13 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

relates to Pacific Highway. We've seen a lot of photos, or 

a lot of overheads of the building from the west. I'd like 

to see a schematic or en illustration, or a concept drawing 

•shcwi ng the east si de front of the project, -and try i ng, if 

this is possible, to relate it tc projects on the west side . 

of the Pacific Highway. 

And I realize that the Navy doesn't have a crystal. 

ball about what 00D0 and the City is going to allow on the 

! east side. We would like to see how this complex relates to 

| what is conceptually a majcr public promenade running along 
j 

| Pacific Highway north and south, and how the east side cf 

the project relates to that. 

And those are the three concerns we have at this 

point, other concerns will be brought up in our written 

comments. And we thank you for your time and your 

cooperation and hsl p on the project. 

CAFT. GOODERMOTE: Thank you, I appreciate your 

cooperation and support, and your patience in working with 

us. / 

One comment on ycur comment, If I may. Really I think 

\ that ths purpose of that four year process with ths Broadway 



9 

10 

11 

• 

Complex Coordinating Group under SANDAG was to really work 

out the interface of cur project with surrounding projects 

And raally 1..think that was the intent in the plan 

that came out in- tha form of the Central Bayfront Design 

?°i&&fp'?*i&7' s f 1 a.3bt 5 Guidelines, that came forth sn the 22nd of Sâ  

year. 

Thank you v̂ sry much. Anybody 

comments?' 

Well, this concludes ths public hearing on. the Dra* 

project. I thank each, cf you fcr attending th-is evening 

.know it's somewhat of a nardship to come out at this hous 

night, but I- do appreciate your attendance vsry much. 

Thank you and have a good evening,. 

( W h e r e u p o n , , a t 7 : 3 3 p , m a , t h e a b o v e - e n t i t l e d m a t t e s 

was c o n c l u d e d " . ): 

19 

20 

22 

23 

24 
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SECTION 3 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

In acccrdancs with both the NEPA and tiie CEQA, responses are provided to each substantive 
connaent ra.ksd an the contests of the DEIS (aad, by rsfereace, ihe DEIR"). Respcnssg need 
Rot be pro^/ided to ccsamei!"^ that strictly state the opinion of the commentator on the merits of 
the pTolszt or to comsiests that do act address the specific contents of the DEIS. 

^ . i 

A number of issues were raised by several commeatators. Provided herein are responses to those 
comsients. Wherever the subject is raised by ao individual conKnentatcr, the response is 
refsrsaced to the appropriate topical response. Topical r-ssponses, are identified as TR-', followed 
by the appropriate mimber. 

TM°i; ĵ jfaMtaE? CiiiBstiract5@B Ftis^pMg sssEd DggigM CaiBS'tn îBts 

A number of comments were raised on the military construction alternative (DEIS Alternative E) 
focusing on two primary issues; 

Whv is the prc'sct tiQt bein? constructed "with traditienai ConsTSGsiocallv sDc^ooriated 
military construction nzndicg? 

"Why can't the military construiction alternative concsatrate ths develGnment on one 
or two biceps assd allĉ w the rest of the site to be deveioDed with other communrtv 

In 1987, the United States Congress passed Pubiic Law 99-661 (see Appendix A of the DEIS). 
By passing this legisiation, Congress established the objective of obtaining Navy office space at the 
Naw Broadway Complex and to do so utilizing the value of the Navy land through a public/private 
venture. The current Eve-year defense program coatains no project to accomolish the 
consolidation or co-iccation of Navy administrative facilities in the San Diego area by military 
coDstructioo. In -new of carreat federal budget reductions and the iikeiihood of even mora severe 
constraints in ttie future, Congress has acknowledged that direct funding is not available for this 
project by authorizing the project through a public/private venture. 

The Navy Broadway Complex is not "surpiia" property. Retention of the Navy Broadway Complex 
site reflects a national defense requirement to maintain a mobilization capability dirsctlv adiacsnt 
the Navy Pier, ^vhich has a direci rail connection. Durin? oeHcds of naiioriai s^er^encv fhe 
mobilization and demobilization of supplies, heavy squipment and weapons platfcrms with 
accompanying personnel becomes a critical factor. The hotel, commercial office, and open space 
envisioned for the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex could be used to augment Navy 

«2ce during these periods. These compiementary î ses provide convertible space adjacent to the 
Jr, which vvill remain as a strategic location for staging of support personnel and equipment with 

tne key rail/waterfront linkase. 

T S iriAAAOsrcw 



Even though military coostroction (MILCON) funding of the project is not available, the 
altensativs of MILCON imndktg was considered hi the DEIS (as Altsmative E) to provids 
decisicii-Biakers one soeasurs hy which to conipare the impacts of the proiect. P.L. 99-661 requires 
that the pubilk/pnv&ts veature devebpmeat be tnore advantageous, i.e. less costly, to the United 
States than the nsost economicai military construction. As such, Alternative E accurately reflects 
the standard of develc&mest achievable if aDDEOoriatsd rands were available for use. 

these three buildings wculd use approxiinateiy 1/2 of three blocks each, or apprcxh 
; of the 15.6-acrs site. This would leave 10.4 acres for narking and other uses. act; 

One millioa squara feet of oSce m îald croate a need for 1?^30 parking spaces (at 1.23 spaces DST 
LOCO square feet of Navy o&e) . Using NAVFAC ivlanusl F-SG "Facility Planning Criteria for 
Navy and Marine Corps Shore installations* (October 1982), a ^multilevel parking garage may be 
planned—oeiiy where iustfed by l^nd restrictions and economtc considerations. Allow (360 square 
feet) for each passenger vehicle." Using these standards, 10.2 aces would be required to provide 
surfacs parking onsite. With 10.4 acres not dedicated to building uses, there would be sufficient 
area to provide necessary surface narking on Federal property. As there would be no land 
restrictions or other economic factors (cost) inhibiting surface parking, a multi-Ievei parking garage 
would not be justified. VirtuaEy the entire site would therefore be devoted to buildings and 
surface parking. 

this project is a pubiic/private venture. The public/private venture concept requires that 
development of the Navy Broadway Complex include compatible private land uses sufficient to 
offset the ccst of development of the necessary Navy office space. Tne process of formulating 
alternatives for the type and intensity of development on the site, therefore, integrated 
consideration of cosapatibilitv with surrounding development specific snyironmental issues and 
the financial feasibility of potential alternatives. 

To evaluate the econorak requirements of ihe o^ibUc/orivate venture, ths Navy engaged 
of WiiHams Suebelbeck Sc Associates (v^X&A) to make an independent financial I 
analysis. A market assessment was performed to determine the potential types of uses which 

'̂ -d ins 

nnanciEi pro tomia baŝ s to set 
residual cash flow and present value attributable to ths long term ground lease provided to MM? 
developer by the Navy, The financial analysis tested these cash flows and values against the 

D-J. 
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confirmed the amount of development and mix of uses, including commercial office, 
necessary to feasibly implement the Navy's objectives in a manner consistent with Congressional 
authorization. 

The enabling federal legislation mandates the selection of the developer for the redevelopment 
through a competitive process. Tne financial analysis performed by WK&A forms the basis of the 
government estimate to be used in the evaluation cf competitive nroccsals submitted for award 

. of the redevelopment. The WX&A study is therefore proprietary solicitation informaticn which, 
in accordance with federal procurement regulations, cannot be published in order to protect the 
integrity and competitiveness of the selection process. The selected developer, the WK&A 
financial feasibility study, and the actual financial proposal from the developer are subject to 

Alternative B meets many of the community planning objectives in terms of density, massing, 
urban design, and viewsheds and includes open space. The City of San Diego, however, desires 
a larger public ocen space at Broadway than would be -provided by Alternative B. This larger area 
could be combined with adjacent lands owned by the Port District to create the significant open 
space envisioned in the Central Bayfront Design Principles and incorporated into the Freliminary 
Centre City Plan and interim Development and Design Ordinance. The City has proposed that 
the Fort District cooperate in making this addltlcnai land available and In the improvement of the 
open space. The estimated current ccst cf the open space Imnrovements including road 
realignments and emsting building demolition is approximately %7.1 million. 

port District has not agreed to make available the land or fund any of these improvements. 
^ever, on December 5, 1989, the Board of Commissioners of the Port District adopted a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City which provides: 

:'Port a—d Citv a^ree 'ro coccer-Bte m •Pesî n o^ irp—^ove^enirs and "Pe^P^ca^cr o~ 
resources needed to develop the significant pubiic plaza area at the foot of Broadway. 

'The parties to this Memorandum agree that it is a common objective to create a 
significant public plaza at the foot of Broadway. The public plaza should consist of 
lands made available by the Navy, by the Port, and reduction in the width cf Harbor 
Drive and closing of Broadway (subject to appropriate studies and required public 

Port and City recognise that Navy may require assistarlce to compensate for loss of 
Building 1 area as a contribution to the public plaza. Port and City agree to cooperate 
in negotiatlous with Navy io identify acceptable assistance to offset this loss." 

In order to obtsin this larger ocen snace, as shown in Alternative A the City has undertaken the 
Identification of funds for infrastructure (road and landscaping) improvements associated with the 
Navy Broadway Complex Proiect to offset ;he reduction in density and commensurate revenue 

r , and G Strset rights-of-wsy is $3.1 million. This is additional to the open space improvement 
costs described above. 

Navy Broadway Complex now generates no property or other taxes for the City. The 
pfopsrty isx incrsm^t derived from the private portion of the redev^iopmeni will mors than 
otiset the total cost of both the open space and infrastructure improvements as reflected in the 
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fiscal analysis (see DEIS pages 4-141 and 4-142, as revised by response to comment G-27). In 
accordance with California redevelopment laws, ths property tzz increment from the project is 
available to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego for expenditure in -connection 
with projects of this type. The staff of Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) (an 
advisory body to the Redevelopment Agency) has suggested that the Port District participate in 
the improvements to Harbor Drive and E, F, and G Streets because the Port District owns land 
underlying Harbor Drive, E, and F Streets and because of the favorable impact of the openihg 
of these streets on adjoining Port District waterfront properties, especially the G Street Mole. 
Ths Port District has not agreed to such participation. 

TR-3; iParM^g SUPPIT a^d TraBsportataon Besn^nd Maaagement (TDM") 

Tne provision of on-site paridng for the Navy Broadway Complex was addressed in the DEIS 
(Section 4.2) and in the supporting Transportation Study for the Navy Broadway Complex. Tne 
analysis of current paridng demand in the surrounding blocks used an industry standard indicating 
facilities ars effectively at capacity at 90 percent occupancy levels. Off-street lots and structures 
within 15 minutes' walking time from the project site average 74 percent occupancy, while cn-
street spaces average 83 percent occupancy. The study acknowledges that one of the largest off-
street nublic parking lot facilities in this area, adjacent to the Santa Fe Station, will be removed 
upon its development in 1992. Therefore the long-term parking conditions scenario (at build
out) focuses on provision of an adequate on-site supply and accommodation of a portion of 
demand in alternative transportation modes. 

Standard estimation techniques were used to forecast parking demand for the project. The 
paridng demand totals, without TDM, were based on demand rates that do not consider the 
Increased use of alternative transportation modes (transit, carpocling, shared parking, etc.) that 
occurs in urbanized downtown areas. Tne parking supply rates for the project wsre based on 
surveys conducted by Wilbur Smith and Associates for typical suoply levels provided in recent 
Centre Ciry nrojects. 

Table 14 of the Transportation Study addresses the proportion cf on-site demand that is projected 
to be satisfied by on-site parking, and by diversion of single-occupant auto trips to other modes. 
Without a TDM program, Alternative A, provides that SO percent of parking demand will be 
accommodated onsite assuming a 15 oercent transit mode share; 20 percent of spaces would be 
provided offsite. The transit share is a reasonable assumption given that the current average 
proportion of employees In the Centre City who take transit to work is 15 percent, according to 
surveys by Commuter Computer, San Diego. This may be'a conservative estimate for the project 
given the availability of two LRT lines in the vicinity of the project. 

Tne addition of a TDM program to the seven project alternatives provides a scenario where the 
full parking needs of the project are provided onsite, based on the diversion of a orooorticn of 
trips by alternative modes. Tor Alternative A, 24 percent of ofiice workers were proiected to 
commute by alternative modes. For hotel workers and retail v/orksrs, 15 percent of demand 
would be diverted due to alternative mode use. This is also a reasonable"' assumntion of the 
proportion of employee trips that would be diverted to alternative modes based on current travel 
patterns. According to Commuter Computer, approximately 24 percent of all Centre City 
employees carpool or arrive by alternative modes. An additional 15 percent take transit. Since 
office workplaces are amons the easiest to imolement ridesharins; cro^rams, the full existing 
percentage was used to estimate project ridesharing for office. Much lower percentages were 
assumed for hotel and retail, reflecting the nature of these workplaces. 
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Statewide exnerience shows that federal state, and local employees achieved ridesharing rates 
of 30 percent or more. For example, survey data for County of San Diego Courthouse employees 
show that less than half drive alone (48 percent); more than half rideshare or take transit, and the 
transit ridership is ver;' high at 39 percent. Tne above data is consistent with rates seen statewide 
and summarized in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's ^Commute Alternatives 
Program Evaluation" study (January 1984), which evaluated ridesharing programs in six northern 
California counties. The study indicated that standard employer coordination and minimal benefits 
resulted in ridesharing levels of up to 31 percent for Contra Costa County employers. 

The projected mode splits with TDM are intended to provide a reasonable forecast of commuter 
modes and the resulting parking needs for typical Centre City uses. In all cases, the mode splits 
with TDM are comparable with esisring patterns in San Diego and the Central Business Districts 
of other major metropolitan areas in California. 

Therefore, the assumption of parking demand reductions due to TDM are reasonable. They do 
not represent a sratsment of goals for the project,- but a reasonable estimate of TDM-related 
narking demand reductions emected for a oroiect of this size, given standard 'TDM p~oc~3m 
measures that are commonly implemented by employers in the Centre City area, according to the 
regional ridesharing agency. The listed TDM measures approximate the types of employee 'TDM 
program measures implemented by Centre City employers. An actual program shculd be tailorsd 
to the enmloyee population and is expecred to be coordinated onsite. 

Bfc—£ 
Comments on the EIS which assert the project Is not consistent with the City's planning direction 
for the wstedront do not appear to recognize the most recent comrnumtv plan. Since the release 
of the Draft EIS in April 1990, the Centre City planning Committee (CCPC), appointed by the 
City Council, has completed the Preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan and Interim 
Development and Design Ordinance, both dated July 1990. The plan Incorporates the Central 
Bavfront Design Frincinles that were adooted bv the Broadwav Comoiex Coordinating Groun 
(BCCG) in September 1989. The community plan updates the city's land use and development 
policy for the Centre City. The CCPC, Centre City Development Corporation, and Planning 
Commissioa recommended adoption of the plan and ordinance to the City Council. Tne-City 
Council concurred and recently adopted the plan and ordinance (first reading). 

The project site is located within the Commercial/Office District of the plan where professional 
office, retail, restaurant, hotel, motel, and multifamily or single-room residential uses are 
emphasised. inclusion in this district is Important to note, because it recognizes the 
anpropriatenesG of the offics hotel and retail uses proposed to r t^e NSTV B'-o^dwav C"m~=s,!r 

Tne designation .as a -commercial/office district reflects tbs impo^'a^ce of the "^o^ect -"-̂ e ^s 'a 

complementary part of the downtown core, rather than a location of unoianned comDetitlcn for 
ceveiopment opportunity with the downtown. (This is also confirmed by 
nrenarsd fcr the orolect. Please see Response TR-2J 
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uni 
(FAR) designated for each city block with the highest intensities in the downtown core and along 
the Broadway spine. For the Navy Broadway Comples the FAR designations are highest next to 
" ' iy (7.0 on Block 1) and diminish to the south (6.5 on Block 2 and 5.5 on Blocks 3 and 4). 

The urban design guidaccs ia the waterfront area consists of the -Central Bayfront Design 
Principles prepared by 'the BCCG. Tbe principles include objectives for stepped down intensity 
and scale kom the most intense along the Broadway corridor to lesser intensities north and south 
of Broadway, aad toward the waterfront. A mksd-use bayfront is encouraged. Important public 

street improvements indksds the eshaacement of Pacific Highway ss the primary vehicular route 
in the Central Bayfroet and extension of the street grid through the site for B, F, and G, Streets. 

The Navy Broadway Complex Project's preferred Alternative A was developed in coordination 
with the fonnulaticn of the Central Baytront Decign Prhiciples and the preliminary community 
pian. It is consistent with the FAR designations fer building intensity and with the urban design 
guidance for the bavfront with its ooenins of streets, scaled down building heights to the west and 
south, and mdusicn of the 1.9'acre open space at the foot of Broadway. The nrolec?: is a mixed-
use development as directed by the plan. The 1.9 acres on Block 1 would substantially contribute 
to the large open space desired at the foot of Broadway. The continuous esplanade and estension 
of the street system could be acccsspiished, as needed on the project sice. The communiiy plan 
specifically indicates that it encourages the development of ths Navy Broadway Complex with 
propessd commercial office and hotel uses (cage S4 of the plan). The Navy conducted a planning 
process for the project asd participated extensively in the Centre City planning activities 
specifically to formulate a development concept that wculd reflect the City's objectives for ths 
Central Bayfront area. The planning process was conducted with substantial opportunity for 
public input and numerous discussions with local residents, groups., and agencies. 

TlR-5i TSdeiaaids Trasfl 

Representatives of the/Offics of the State Attorney General and counsel for ths State Lands 
Commission .have claimed that languag-e in the deeds hrom the City of 'Saa Diego to the United 
• States conveying the several parcels constituting the Navy Broadway Complex restrict the use of 
that property to those uses that can be generally described as "military in nature/' They have 
also claimed that the property Is subject to the tidelands trust and cannot be used for purposes 
that are inconsistent with general tidelands trust theories. Attorneys for the Navy and the U.S. 
Department of Justice disagree with the State's contentions. 

The Navy asserts that: (1) The restrictions of the tidelands trust were removed by action of the 
California Legislature in 1929; (2) the deeds from the City oc San Diego to the United States 
contain no language cf reversion and, therefore, do not limit the Nayv's use of the property; and 

undertaken solely for the purpose of orovidlng ths means whereby the Navy will obtain office 

Since the State Lands Commisaion letter of December 22, 1963, was writren, there has been a 
conSiueraPis aiiioun^ Oi sonesponaj-snce oe-v-̂ eci-i iSOs.-e&e-Gi.E.̂ î -ss -OL '.ne ocsti.e anu vŝ c Havy, ?;£ 
well as a number of meetings, in an effort to arrive at a mutually satisfactory resolution of the 
conflicting views. Several oronosals for settlement of the disoute have been made. Mi orooosals 
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contemplate that the Navy Broadway Complex project would proceed as planned. The latest 
proposal of the State Lands Commission staff communicated to the Navy by the California 

ng-
le 

parcels within the Navy 
Broadway Complex to be used for commercial office space. Tnis proposal was unacceptable to 
the Navy because it presently makes intensive use of the leased land. 

If the Navy and the State are unable to conclude a mutually acceptable settlement of this legal 
dispute, any adverse title claims of the State will be extinguished by appropriate court action which 
the Navy has initiated by request to the United States Department of Justice. However, tbe 
evaluation of alternatives on an environmental basis need net await final resolution of the lesal 
issues. 

3-7 
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A. Robert S. Joe, United States Departmeist of Army, Corps of JtrngsneerSj May 22, 1990 

A-l. Section 3 of the DEIS describes all of the alternatives being considered for 
development As discussed and shown in a number of figures (see for example, Figure 
3-4 on page 3-7), no elements cf the project are proposed to encroach on San Diego 
Bay. No other waters of the United States are on or near the site. See, also, page 
4-152 cf the DEIS for a discussion of biological resource impacts cf the proposed 
alternatives. 

A-2. Compiiance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act has been 
vigorously pursued throughout the planning and environmental process for the Navy 
Broadway Complex Project. The Navy has determined that Buildings 1, 11, and 12 
together are eligible-for the National Register of Historic Places as a district under 
Criterion C. Other structures and archaeological resources have been determined tc 
not be eligible for the National Register. The State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) concurred with these determinations in a letter dated October 3, 1989. 

As described in the EIS, the proposed project would have an adverse effect on the 
eligible resources, so a mitigation approach was prepared and submitted tc SHPO, 
with advisement to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as the basis for a 
two-party Memorandum cf Agreement (MO A). The MO A" was signed by SHPO on 
August 14, 1990 and accepted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on 
August 28, 199G. The MOA between the Navy and SHPO requires that historic 
information from the affected buildings be recorded according to the standards of the 
Historic American Buildings Survey as mitigation tor their alteration or demolition. 
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Ksametb W. Holt, M.S.E.PL, Uaited States Beparlment of Health asid Human 
Sendees, May 24,11 

The commentator agrees with the nndings and conclusions of the DL-IS. No respons; 
is necessar/. 

uo 
J3/06640C01.RT 



^. 

C-l. The commentator's opinion that each of the alternatives considered in the DEIS has 
substantial liabilities is noted. These "liabilities" have been evaluated in the DEIS as 
environmental impacts. 

C-2. Please see topical response TR-1. r^ 

The financial feasibility of the project has been thoroughly considered. (See 1*8.-2.) 
However, execution of the project will be based on competitive proposals from 
developers. If the proposals indicate that the project is not feasible, that the 
development will not meet the necessary timeframes, or that the undertaking is not 
as cost-effective as military construction, then the development will not be undertaken. 
The assertion that the nroiect will cost the taxnavers more than with MILCON funding 
is inconsistent with the DEIS, and lacks sufficient specificity to warrant further 
resoonse. 

C-4. 

C-5. 

C-6. 

The commentator's oninicn is noted. Please see topical response TR-1. 

m e commentators opinion is noted, r-iease see topicai response IK-i . 

The commentator's opinion Is noted. Please see topical response TR-1. 

The commentator's preference for Alternative F over Alternative A is noted. No 
further resoonse is warranted. 

C-i The DEIS contains extensive analytical material related to the project's impact on 
aesthetics and viewshed. Please see pages 4-74 through 4-114 of the DEIS. The 
conclusicnary comment that the project alternatives are detrimental to Bayfront 
aesthetics fails tcsuggest that either the methodoicgy or analysis cf the DEIS on this 
issue is inadeauate. 

C-9. The shadows depicted in Figures 4-52 (page 4-112) and 4-53 (page 4-113) accurately 
describe the shadowing effect of the project, based on sun angles at the specific times 
noted. The commentator's disagreement with the conclusions on page 4-114 with 

;ect to shading are noted. iC i i JCUl , 

C-10. The water consumption estimates shown on page 4-122 of the DEIS are based on 
water consumption rates typical for the uses proposed, as provided by the City ofSan 
Diego Water Utilities Department. Nevertheless, In view of the generally constrained 
water supply throughout California, the following is added io oage 4-121 under 
"Mitigation Measures": 

"Although the project wculd not significantly 
Diesc "̂o suodv wa'̂ er senoce ^ne ^ciic'w"~~ iei i i ' v \ J L •„>•-_/i. i l •>. < -
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» Drought-tolerant landscaping will be used on all areas of the site except where 
grass-intensive uses (such as in open space areas) are located. 

C-ll . Tne only "toxic51 or "hazardous materials" that would be used on site are those that 
are associated with normal operations of hotels and office buildings. The Navy and 
project site lessees would be required to comply with all laws and regulations that 
establish the methods and procedures for the use, storage, and disposal cf tcsic or 
hazardous materials. 

U-u. 

r i 

An evaluation of site geology and geologic hazards was made in the previous 
geotechnical investigation by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (1988) (which is included 
in the Kirsch and Company report referenced in the draft EIS). Supplemental 
information regarding site geology, seismicity, evaluation of faulting, and liquefaction 
is presented in the report entitled "Additional -Geologic, Seismic, and Geotechnical 
Studies. Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California/' dated September 5. 1990 
and prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants. Tnis report is included in this 
appendk as Section 4. Additional test borings extending below proposed foundation 
depths will be required fcr design level geotechnical investigations, but the current 
borings are adequate for the current planning and environmental level investigations. 

While it is true that open space uses may attract and be beneficial to certain bird 
species, the intent of the DEIS is to identify substantial adverse impacts of the 
pronosed action and provide mitigation measures and alternatives to avoid these 
impacts. 

In areas characterized by long rows of tail buildings and in areas of already high wind 
speed (e.g., Chicago), a wind tunnel effect can be created whereby wind is directed 
through narrow passagewa3/s and somewhat accelerated. The project area is not 
characterized by these conditions, especially with respect to wind speeds. As shown 
on page 4-155 of the DEIS, the mean wind speed in the project area is 6.6 miles per 
hour (mph), and wind speeds exceed 12 mph only 10 percent of the time. The site is 
adjacent to San Diego Bay, with no major structures between it and the,bay to 
accelerate the relatively moderate winds that do traverse the site. The project would 
have the effect of moderately blocking bay breezes to areas immediately adjacent to 
the Inland side of buildings, but normal wind flow would return ramdly, such that it is 
approximately the prevailing speed within a block of the site. The project would not 
have the effect-of substantially reducing breezes to residential areas east of Ksttner 
Street. 

This comment reiterates comment C-S. Please see response to comment C-8. 

1 "' £ S £ 

'Alternatives E and G do not generate tax revenues to the city, as they include only 
Navy facilities." 

The legend on page 4-208 of the DEIS is hereby revised to Indicate mat the 
description of each identified nronertv is found on cages 4-207 and 4-209 of the DSIS. 
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D. Dcm L. Nay, Port of San Dsego, May 31, 1990 

D-l. Please see topical response TR-2 concerning the economics and financing of the 
proposed project, as well as possible financing alternatives for infrastructure 
improvements. Tne Snancing alternatives discussed therein are not inclusive of all 
potential financing options that may be considered in the implementation of the 
project- The EIS assumes that financing for necessary infrastructure improve men tsu^ill 
cccur. Note that the intent cf the EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project. The financing cf the project is not a factor in the extent and type 
of impacts that the project would create. If various Infrastructure improvements can 
not be financed, and the lack of such improvements result in environmental impacts, 
then the findings of the EIS would need to be changed, with such changes disclosed 
in environmental documents circulated to the nublic. 

With respect to the museum, as noted on page 3-6 of the DEIS, up to 55,000 square 
feet of unimproved space would be made available to a community-sponsored 
organization for a museum. Tne draft development agreement with the City of San 
Diego provides that the organisation's qualifications are to Include reasonable initial 
capital and operating reserve requirements. Public subsidies, if any. would be 
minimized. The agreement further provides that if no such organization Is willing or 
able to undertake such a venture, the space would be utilized by the Navy or 
publicly-oriented commercial uses. Tne cost of providing the museum has not been 
determined, but the cost would not alter the potential environmental impacts cf the 

D-2. The Navy notified the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) that it proposed tc 
construct buildings that would encroach into FAA-determined imaginary surfaces. It 
is the FAA's responsibility to review plans for each new development and to determine 
if there would be a hazard to air navigation. The FAA considers a number of factors 
when making this determination, including existing and proposed (that the FAA has 
considered) buildings that are in the area. 

As discussed en page 4-221 of the DEIS, the FAA reviewed the plans for Alternative 
A. Tne FAA issued a Determination of No Hazard to .Air Navigation and Indicated 
the alternative would not adversely affect air navigation. Any future building in the 
overlav zone would undergo the same evaluation bv the FAA. including an evaluation 
of cumulative impacts. ,• 

D-3. The seven study alternatives provide a range cf scenarios that allow for the 
identification of impacts both with and without the closure of Broadway between 
Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive. The potential closure of Broadway is discussed in 
both the DEIS (Section 4.5) and the supporting Transportation Study. Through mese 
documents, tne DEIS orovides a ccmu^ehensivs discussicn of the imnacts both witn 
and without the street closure. / 

The development of open space at the foot of Broadway, as identified in Alternatives 
A and F, could result in a closure cf Broadwav between Pacif c Hldrwav and Harbor 
Drive, if adjoining lands are made available for open space. Alternative A provides 
an internal route through the open space that would connsct ths intersection of 
Broadwav/Pacifc IT'phway to Piarbo" Drive via a new correction to Ha rbor Dr'-ve 
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The draft EIS and Transportation Study indicates that either the B Street or C Street 
alignment could be used to provide a connection between Pacific Highway and Harbor 
Drive to the north of Broadwav Finally, ir should be noted that the project would 
result in an increased level of access from the core area to Harbor Drive and the 
adiacsnt shoreline bv nroviding through links at E, F, and G Streets. 

D-5. The figures shown In the DEIS are Illustrative and show a concept that could be 
developed in conjunction with the crcpc-sed nroiect. It is not the intent of the Navy 
to dictate the land uses outside of the boundaries of the Navy Broadway Complex. 
Clear project boundaries are shown in each of th* i . l i i ^ i . i - J -

It is further clarified that the proposed project covers the area located within the 
boundaries shown on several figures in the EIS (see particularly Figure 3-3 on page 
3-4). Any proposed open space cr other uses outside the boundaries of the Navy 
Broadway Complex are concectual and are shown for illustrative nurncses. The actual 
uses outside of these boundaries. are subject to proccsals and apurovals of agencies 
other than the Navy. Also, nlease see tooical resncnse TR-2. 

The comment refers to a figure that Is rsnlicated from the CCDC's Urban Design Plan 
for the Centre City. This figure is discussed on oages 4-9 and 4-12. The figure does 
not imply Navy jurisdiction, and Is referenced to the City of San Diego (see page 4-
11\ F^-urs 4-5a, which is renHcated "̂om the Port o^ San Diesc's Master P^an. ŝ 
included In response to this comment. This figure depicts planned port facilities in the 
vicinity cf the nroject site. A TPark/nlaza" is shown along Harbor Drive along the 

j t J t i CJ u; 

frontage cf the project site and extending to Grape Street, approximately 1/2 mile to 
the north. The Precise Flan within the Master Plan describes this as a landscaped 
promenade. Tne project (Alternative A) would allow for development of a 25-fcot-
wide sidewalk aicng the project frontage, which is sufficient area to accommodate the 
port s pians. 

i ne commentator s clanncauon OL the u-ahicrma Coastal commission s review 
responsibilities within the Port of San Diego jurisdiction is acknowledged. The 

Draft EIS discussion on nase 4-20, first cara^moh. 

.3-iO 
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t.. James T. Cheshsre, Stats of California, Bepartmesit of Transportation, June 1, 1990 

l-l. Tne programmed improvements along 1-5, SR 163, and 1-8 'that are cited on page 4-
47 of the DEIS are based on a list of projects identified in SAND AG's 19S7 "Five-
Year Regional Transportation Improvement Program". Tnis plan cited a number of 
planned improvements on the state highway system that were included in Caltrans' 
1987 PSTIP (proposed State Transportation Improvement Program). Baseifon 
conversations with Caltrans, these projects were subsequently rejected for consideration 
in the STTP, As such, the first paragraph on page 4-47 cf the DEIS is hereby omitted. 

•-2. Tne DEIS (page 4-54) and the accompanying Transportation Study evaluate the long-
term conditions at four interchanges serving the Centre City. The conclusion of the 
analysis is that "there is adequate capacity to serve anticipated demand under the long-
term scenario". The assessment included a review of future operating conditions at 
the ramp junction of 1-5 with Front/Second and Hawthorn that serve the Pacific 
Highway corridor in the northwest quadrant of the Centre City. 

Tne discussion of ramp conditions is documented on page 4-54 of the DEIS and pages 
25 throush 31 in the Transocrtaron Studv. Peak'hour volumes and service levels are 
shown for ths four ramp junctions that were studied in Table 9 (page 30) of the -
Transportation Study. As the analysis presented in the DEIS concludes that there is 
no significant impact from the additional traffic generated by either the project or 
cumulative development at the 1-5 ramps adjacent to Pacific Highway, no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Mkhael J. Stepsseir, City Of Sasi Diego, City Architect, May 31, 1990 

F-l. Tnis comment is consistent with the discussions in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 of the DEIS. 

F-2. Above-grade parking is discussed in response to comment F-3. Air quality mitigation 
measures are discussed in response to comment F-4. 

F-3. Tne commentator's desire to reduce the amount of above-grade parking is noted. The 
Navy, in developing the project design, utilized the Central Bayfront Design Principles 
(referenced to BCCG in the comment). Page 5 of the design principles states that 
"(Two levels of narking must be accommodated below-^race orior to accommodating 
parking above-grade." Parking is provided below-grade on all four blocks of the 
project site. Only Block 2 includes above-grade parking, but only after the requisite 
2 below-grade levels are provided. Thus, the project Is consistent with the objectives 
of the referenced BCCG plans. 

Please see topical response TR-4 with respect tc the relationship between the BCCG 
plans and Central City Planning Committee (CCPC) plans. As discussed In that 
response, -Central Bayfront Design Princinles have been included in the Preliminary 
Centre City Community Plan Interim Development and Design Ordinance, which 
states: 

"1, All parking spaces shall be enclosed in a structure. All such parking structures 
shall be architecturally integrated and incapsulated into the development and shall 
conform to all other requirements of the Preliminary Centre City San Diego 
Community Plan and Interim Centre City San Diego Development and Design 
•Ordinance. 

2. Two levels of parking must be accommodated below grade prior to 
accommodating parking above grade with the following exceptions: 

a. For parcels of 10,000 square feet or less, below grade parking is not 
required. Ail other parking requirements apply. 

b. ro r develooment infilled on sites or blocks which contain designated 
histcric sites, an exception to below grade parking requirements may be 
permitted by the City Architect. Al other.parklng requirements apply. 

c. For development on sites proven to be significantly impacted by the water 
table, the provision of below grade parking may constitute unnecessary 
hardship upon the property owner- However, where narking is "oermltted 
above grade, snecial attention shall be given to its architectural treatment 
and encapsulation. Al other oarkin? reGuiremsni"s ao^lv" 

C T - f - r t .ir/. 

ine Navy concurs that simply limiting the number of onsite oarkin? spaces is not a 
suvrnr'Fr-i mes^s bv '•sfnlr'̂  to miHsj-â p sir nralitv im^a^f-'j T7:-̂  KTâ --! -JJ-AI ^« ^HonHr̂ f 
O U t i v w i ^ - i i * -J . i^ 'GiiQ i j j -/ViiiVut i«J i i i i s - i g a t w - i i ' •-( nfciii t_? i U i p G ^ i J . J, j i w m c L I J W i l l •_"*- u U i J U i t i i g 

an extensive transportation demand management (TDM) olan, which will include 
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utilizing alternative modes of transportation, as part of the project. Please see page 
4-60 of the DEIS, as well as topical response TR-3 for more details on the TDM 
program. 

h o . p i 
Please see responses to comments F-3 and F-4. 

6-lt 
JB/06640G01.RTC 



# , 

Craig Adams, June 3, 1990 

-1. The DEIS necessarily limits the alternatives discussions to those that focus on the co-
location concept funded through a public/private venture. Section 2 of the EIS 
discusses the purpose and need for the collocation of Navy activities. The objective 
of the proposed action, to accomplish the acquisition of facilities through a public/ 
private venture at the Navy Broadway Complex, was established by the authorizing 
legislation. The DEIS necessarily discusses alternatives having the minimum financially 
feasible commercial development required tc achieve the project objective, as well as 
military construction and no action alternatives. Please also see the topical responses 
TR-1 and TR-2 for further discussions cf the military construction alternative, the 
project economics, and the continuing military contingency requirements for retention 
of the entire site. 

G-2. Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

G-3. Tne Navy's preferred Alternative A has been developed in coordination with the 
formulation of the Central Bayfront Design Principles, adopted by the Broadway 
Complex Cocrdinating Group In September 1989, and the Preliminary Centre City San 
Diego Community Plan. It is consistent with the types and intensities cf uses included 
in those local olaanine documents. Please see Tooical Response TR-4. 

Tne Navy is required by the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act to conduct its 
activities "in a manner which is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with 
approved state management programs." The Navy has determined that Alternative A 
is consistent with California's approved coastal management program, i.e. the California 
Coastal Act. Tne evaluation supporting this coastal consistency determination • 
examined applicable coastal resources management policies in detail. It has been 
submitted to the California Coastal Commission for its review and is available for 
examination at the Navy Broadway Complex Project office. 

Regarding the influence cf State land use planning policies on Federal property, such 
as the Navy Broadway Complex, it shculd be noted that strict adherence to State 
coastal land use policies, to the extent that they dictate specific uses of Federal 
property, is not required fcr two reasons. First, those policies are limited in their 
application to the land In the coastal zone (and the Navy Broadway Complex is not 
with the coastal zone). Second, even if the site was within the coastal zone, the basic 
land use planning decision underlying the redevelopment cf the Naw Broadway 
'Complex has already been made by Congress. Tne Property Clause of the Constitution 
provides that "Congress shall have Power to make all needful Rules and Regulations 
respecting...Property belonging to the United States." (U.S. Coast., Art. IV, Section 3, 
Clause 2). When Congress enacts legislation respecting such property pursuant tc 
the Property Clause, such as P.L. 99-66!, the legislation necessarily overrides 
conflicting State laws under the Supremacy Clause. Consequently, the St£te coastal 
management policies directing land use decisions cannct override Federal land use 
decisions. Please also see Topical Response TR-6 regarding the State tidelands trust. 

Norvithstanding this issue regarding Federal land use planning decisions, the Navy's 
coastal consistency evaluation indicated that the project Is a master planned, multi-
use development of high priority coastal uses that is consistent with coastal 
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management program policies. Tne high priority coastal uses of the project consist of 
commercial recreation (hotels, specialty retail, restaurants, and museum), public access 
and recreation features (opening of E, F, and G Streets; pedestrian facilities, gallerias, 
and open space), and coastal-related Navy uses (office support for the supply function 
of the Navy Pier and mobilization assets in the office and hotel/restaurant uses 
adjacent to a transshipment point at the pier). These high priority, coastal uses 
constitute over 90 percent of the ground-level use area of the project. The nog-
priority, commercial office use is a financially essential component cf the overall master 
planned project 

Tne coastal uses along the Central Bayfront that are in State-approved local land use 
plans emphasize public and commercial recreation opportunity. Tne proportion of 
ground-level use area (74 percent) devoted in Alternative A to public and commercial 
recreation uses, both of which are given priority for a coastal location, exceeds the 
proportion of land area (54 percent) devoted to these purposes in the land use plan 
for the surrounding waterfront, the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port 
Master Plan, a plan which has been certified by the California 'Coastal Commission as 
complying with the California Coastal Act. Consequently, the allocation of uses by the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project would appear tc be consistent with the coastal 
planning decisions made by local and State agencies for the Central Bayfront. Tie 
Navy's Coastal Consistency Determination also addresses this issue in more detail. 

G-4. Tne issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics in Comment G-3. Please 
see Response G-3, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5. 

G-5. Tie DEIS and supporting Transportation Study systematically address the potential 
impacts on the freeway ramp system to the downtown area. Tils includes an analysis 
of the following on-ramps and off-ramps that provide direct access to the western 
portions of the Centre City. 

Off-ramps: 

• Interstate 5 at Front/2nd (southbound) , 
• Interstate 5 at J Street (northbound) 

• » State F.oute 94 (westbound) 
• State Route 163 (southbound) 

On-ramos: 
n 

a Interstate 5 at Hawthorn (northbound) 
• Interstate 5 at J Street (southbound) 
a State Route 94 (eastbound) 
» State Routs 163 (northbound) 

A discussion cf the future conditions on these ramps is provided on page 4-54 of the 
DEIS and pages 25 through 31 in the Transportation Study. Peak hour volumes and 
service levels are shown for the four ramp jupctions that were studied in Table 9 (page 
30) of the Transportation Study. 
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The following analysis of the freeway system serving the Centre City is provided as a 
basis for identifying potential impacts. Tnis includes a discussion of the following 
freeway segments based on forecasts from the City's CCTAP model for the various 
project alternatives. The projected pm peak hour volumes and volume/capacity ratios 
are provided in the following table, which is hereby added as Table 4.2-7b of the EIS. 
A review of the volume/capacity ratios at the five freeway locations indicate that there 
would be ao significant impact generated by any of the shr project alternatives, in 
comparison to the no-build scenario (Alternative G). 

FK 

TABLE 4.2-7^ of the EIS 

v . •• 7/C) ANALYSIS 
PM Peak Hour - Peak Dirsctioia 

Location Alt. A 

SR 94 east of 1-5 
Volumes 
V/C2 

SR 163 north of 1-5 
Volumes 

1-5 near Laurel . 
Volumes 
V/C3 

9,330 
1.30 

4,460 
1.24 

7,970 
.89 

9,060 
1.26 

4,500 
1.25 

7,840 
.87 

Ait. C At . D Alt. £ At . F Alt. G 

9,340 
1.30 

4.4« 

LZZ 

9,160 
1.27 

4,430 
1.23 

7.570 
.84 

9,340 
1.30 

4,400 
1 i.22 

7,790 
.87 

9,330 
1.30 

4,460 
1.24 

.89 

J,040 
1.26 

4,370 

470 
.83 

1-5 near Imperial 
Volumes 
V/C2 

6,300 
.70 

6,350 
.71 

6,290 
.70 

6,160 
.68 

6,290 
.70 

6,300 
.70 

6,060 
.67 

1-5 northbound on-ramps 
Elm/First . ' 34,000 32,600 
V/C3 

32,200 
1.61 

31,300 
1.57 

32,300 
1.62 

34,000 
1.70 

34,900 
1.75 1.70 1.63 

Volume to capacipy (V/C) where 1.00 is full capacity. 

The freeway segments along SR 94 and SR 163 would exceed capacipy in the peak 
dhecticn during the ueak hour under the cumulative build-out scenario, as discussed 
in the 1985 Centre Citv Transnortation Action Program (CCTAP) renort. T ie 

/'•cenceQ by comparisons between Alternative G (no-build) and the other 
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G-6. Please see response to comment G-l. Note that it is implicit that the project was 
"weighed" along with other projects, and was determined to be cf sufficient priority to 
warrant specific Congressional legislation authorizing pursuit of the project. With over 
400,000 SF of existing ofSce space onsite and a continuing military contingency 
requirement, Alternative G accurately reflects the use of the property if collocation 
is not achieved through a public/private venture. A new EIS wculd be required to 
evaluate the relocation of some or all of these activities and alternative land uses if 
the proposed project is not undertaken and'a future military construction projecf-is 
pursued in lieu thereof. 

G-7. Please see topical response TR-1. 

G-8. This comment inaccurately portrays the site as "surplus" to the Navy's needs. 
Retention of the Navy Broadway Complex reflects a national defense requirement 
to maintain a mobilization capability directly adjacent to the Navy Pier, which has a 
direct rail connection to the waterfront. During periods of national emergency, the 
mobilization and demobilization of heavy eauipment and weapons platforms with 
accompanying personnel becomes a critical factor. Please see topical response TR-1. 

T ie need of the.project is well established, as discussed In response to comment G-l. 
Tne only current means by which it could be developed is through the proposed 
public/private venture contemplated In the EIS. Please see topical response TR-2 
concerning project economics and financing. Alternative D provides the onsite 
development level necessar,? to support moving nearly the entirety of the Navy office 
uses off the Naw Broadway Complex." Alternative C provides a lower density 
alternative that can still meet financial requirements for development of the site. 
Substantial economic and.financial analysis performed for this project (see topical 
response TR-2) has shown that the tradeoff in providing additional open space' in a 
lower density development would render the proposed Navy offices Pnaucially 
Infeasible. 

G-9. The issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics introduced in Comment 
G-3. Please see Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4. 

G-10. The Navy's preferred Alternative A Includes approximately 5 acres of ground-level uses 
devoted to public open space, including the 1.9-acre open space on Block 1, pedestrian 
facilities, and rallerias. Tnis area is "32 oercent of the total ground-level use area of 
the project site. By comparison, the surrounding waterfront is planned to provide 17 
percent of land area devoted to these types of public recreation uses [40.4 acres of the 
total 231.8 acres in the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port Master 
Plan), it is apparent from this information that the proposed project would not only 
provide sufficient public soace for its own emnloyees and visitors, but also would 
enhance the availability of such space for the broader Central Bayfront. Please see 
Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4. 

G-l i . The issues raised in this comment ars similar to the topics introduced in Comment 
G-3. Please see Response G-3 and Topical Response TR-4, 

G-i2. Please see Response G-21 and Tooical Response TR-4. 
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^ fc^ - ' i " Tne issues raised in this comment are similar to the topics introduced in Comment G-
3, Please see Response G-3, an 

# - . , . 

i - - J ; 

Please see response to comment G-4. 

G-15. r iom a trazisportation planning standpoint, the fact that a site is located within a given 
area designated as the central core of the downtown does not guarantee that it is the 
most appropriate location for a high density project Proxhmty to major transit lines 
such as the BayeroEt LRT line, San Diego Transit Corporation (SDTC) bus lines, 
AMTRAK, and commuter rail lines are more measingfd criteria in determining 
whether a specific project is compatible with -the overall development goals of the 
Centre City. T i e Navy Broadway •Complex is located within one block of ths Bayfront 
LRT line and the AMTRAK terminal at the Santa Fe station. In addition, a total of 
ten SDTC bus lines provide access to within two blocks of the project site. As such, 
the size of the project appears to be compatible with the concept of developing large 
scale projects near 'the major transit corridors within the downtown area. 

G-16. This comment is noted. Page 1-3 of the DEIS states only that the City and the Navy 
will enter into a development agreement for the future development of the project site. 
The actual development is not specified in the referenced memorandum, and the DEIS 
makes no presumption that a speciSc development plan has been already approved. 
Nowhere dees the DEIS indicate prior approval by the City of San Diego cf a specific 
develooment. 

please see topical response TR-2 regarding the disclosure of the financial analysis 
utilized to define the 'type aad level of development. In addition, note that a 
residential development alternatives was also undesirable in view of the contingency 
requirement for the property. Unlike commercial office and hotel uses, residential uses 
are not readilv convertible to high priority msiitar? uses in the event of mobiiizaolon. 
Please see response to comment G-8. 

Tne floor area ratios (FAR) described in the EIS are based upon land area held by 
the Navy in fee. Tnis is a standard methodology for calculating FARs- If the FAR 
for the preferred alternative were calculated without the G Street right-of-way 
(approximately 0.9 acre) as the commentator suggests, the FAR of the preferred 
alternative would be approximately 5.8, rather than the 5.45 described in the document. 
It should be noted, however, that under either calculation, the amount of density 
indicated in the preferred alternative (3.25 million square feet) is less than the overall 
density of 3.4 million square feet that would be allowed for the property under the 
density provisions set forth in the BCCG Central Bayfront Design Principles plan and 
the Prelim''nary Centre Otv San Diego Community Plan. 

G-l9. Please see topical response TR-1. 

G-20. Please see Responses G-3, M-5, M-3, and Topical Responses TR-4 and TR-5. 

Tne commentator's interpretation of the "step-down" concept recommended in the 
Centre City Community Plan differs from the interpretatioc in the EIS. The 
preliminary community plan and Central Bayfront Design Principles indicate that the 
concept of "stepped intensity and scale" will be implemented through floor area ratios 
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(FAR) and building heights will be controlled through Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) regulations. Tae FARs designated for the site in the draft plan are 7.0 for 
Block 1, 6.5 for. Block 2, and 5.5 for Blocks 3 and 4 (as shown in Figure 14 cf the 

- , ^ ^ — - — — - - ^ — - ^ , — ^ — - ^ k ^ I k j 

Held. Non-operational imaginary surfaces cross at lower heights (see pages 4-217 and 
219 in the Draft EIS). 

the exception cf AJtemative F with its 500-iOOt tower on Block 2, the project 
alternatives are consistent with the overall FAR designations of the preliminary 
coEnnmnity plan, which reflects the stepping down of building heights to the south from 
the block -adjacent to the Broadway spine. Building heights are also designed to step 
down from the landward (east) to the bayward (west) side cf the project site. Again 
with the exception of 500-foot tower in Alternative F (which would reach 510 feet msl, 
or 10 feet above the 500-foot surface), none of the buildings in the project alternatives 
encroach into the operational hnaginary surfaces for aviation safety, which is consistent 
with the building height control guidelines of the pian. While encroachment Into non-
operational surfaces occurs with Alternatives A B, C, and D, the FAA has issued a 
Determination of No Hazard for Alternative A with a 4C0-foot tower on Block 1 
indicating that compliance with FAA regulations can be achieved. Consequently, the 
project alternatives, except Alternative F, appear to be consistent with the step-down 
concept and building height controls envisioned in the preliminary Centre City San 
Diego -Community Plan. 

G-22. Tne commentator's request to note the updated Centre City Community Plan is 
acknowledged. The now current version of the plan (as of August 1990), is the July 
1990 preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Pian. The plan supports the Navy 
Broadway Comoiex Project as being compatible. The CiPy Council recently adopted 
the plan and ordinance (first reading). 

G-23. Please see response to comment C-5. 

G-24. Please see touicai resoonse TR-3. 

G-25. The views included for analysis within the DEIS (Section 4.3) depict key public views 
and vistas that would be affected by the project. Views from the G Street Mole back 
to the downtown would not be negatively affected by the proposed project. Rather, 
views directly east to the downtown would be 'enhanced by removing existing onsite 
•Building 9 aad the opening up of G Street and the creation of a 120-fcot-wide 
landscaped open space and street. Currently, downtown views from the Mole to the 
northeast are significantly obstructed by Buildings 1 and 12 within the Navy property. 
Development of the property per Alternative A would not significantly change these 
views because of the foreground dominance of Building 12 which is proposed for 
possible retention. The view to the northeast would be marginally improved by the 
removal of Building 1 for the creation of a maJGr open space. •' 

Views ncrth and south along the waterfront Embarcadero would not be negatively 
affected by the proposed project Again, Building 1 and 12 and the e:ds£ing warehouse 
structures to the south currently create a strong eastern edge to the Embarcadero 
corridor. Tne view from the south from the vicinity of Seaport Village to the north 
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would continue to be framed on the east by Building 12 and new development of a 
similar height proposed to the south. Tne removal of Building 1 would introduce 
additional open space along the corridor and would alter this southern view marginally. 
Views from the north from the vicinity of the B Street Pier to the south along the 
Embarcadero would be opened up considerably by the removal of Building 1 and the 
introduction of open space, but the retention of Building 12 and the introduction of 
new development to the south wculd maintain the strong edge condition that currently 
exists along this view corridor. 

G-26. It is noted that, as with many cities, the costs of providing police and lire protection 
comprise the two largest expenditures in the General Fund Budget for the City of San 
Diego. Tne nolice denartment's methodolocy for allocating and nrcjecting current and 
future expenditures has historically relied upon both: (1) calls for ser/ice, and 
(2) estimated costs per capita. Recently, however, the department has been estimating 
its cost requirements based primarily upon per capita multipliers, utilizing population 
projections provided by the San Diego Association cf Governments (SANDAG). 
Moreover, both the police and fire department staffs have indicated that the existing 
facilities, manpower, and equipment are anticipated to be adequate to provide the 
project site and surrounding area with a sufficient level of protection services, if any 
of the alternatives are developed. Nevertheless, an analysis of this nature must 
necessarily account for the incremental costs of providing service to the subject site 
under the respective development alternatives. For purposes of this study, both 
departments indicated that a per capita approach (based upon current daytime 
population figures) provides a conservative, yet reasonable, estimate of ccst 
requirements appropriate for this level of analysis. 

Other categories of ongoing City operating revenues and expenditures were allocated 
to those land uses which generate them, based on a calculation of average per acre-
multipliers. General government costs (public sen/ices and city support services) were 
averaged across all land uses, assuming each contributes its "share" to these costs. 

While this provides a relatively simplistic approach to estimating the public service 
costs, the unique set of public service needs of the proposed project were considered 
and discussed with city staff and incorporated in the analysis where appropriate. 
Moreover, based on our review of the reliability, accuracy, data availability, and 
resources required to conduct various methods of fiscal impact assessment, it was 
determined that the methodology used in this study provides a sufficient level of 
statistical accuracy upon which to base current public policy decisions. 

G-27. There was an error in the presentatioa of the "business taxes" on Tables 13 through 
20 of the technical fiscal report. While the balance of the figures on these tables was 
stated in thousands of dollars, the projections of business tax revenues were in actual 
dollars, which subsequently resulted in an overstatement cf the net annual and 
cumulative fiscal benefits to the City. A revised and corrected technical reocrt has 
been placed on tile at the Naval facilities engineering Command Detachment, 
Broadway Complex, 555 West Beech Street, Suite 101, San Diego, CA 92101-2937. 
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It should be noted that the basic findings of the analysis remain unchanged, in that 
Alternatives A B, C, D, and F are still projected to generate net annual operating 
surpluses to the City by the year 1994 and would generate significant cumulative 
surpluses by the end of the 30-year projection period. In addition to the technical 
report, Table 4.5-8 on page 4-142 of the EIS is revised as shown on the following page. 

Also, the first paragraph on the page 4-143 of the EIS is revised to read as follows: 

a By the year 30 of the proposed project (2021), Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F 
would generate cumulative surpluses to the City of San Diego of $268.0 million, 
$325.2 million, $302.7 million, $425.2 million, and $325.3 million, respectively. 
Conversely, Alternatives E and G would yield cumulative deficits of S72.4 million 
and $25.6 million, respectively. 
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TABLE 4.5-8 of the EIS 

PROJECTED NET AND CUMULATFv'E FISCAL IMPACTS OP PROJECT 
(m Thoasasads of Dollars) 

Net Annual Cumulative Net Annual Cumulative 

Development 
Alternative 

A. 

B 

c 

D 

E 

F 

* G 

Fiscal 
Impact 

in 20053 

39,365 

11,722 

10,697 

15,041 '• 

-2,138 

11,314 

• -697 

Fiscal 
Impact 

in 2005* 

$46,072 

66,619 

56,297 

96,253 

-19,325 

72,539 

-8,248 

Fiscal 
Impact 

in Year 20 

$18,867 

21,062 

20,659 

26,627 

-4,667 

20,771 

1 c-^i 

30-Year 
Fiscal 

Impact 

3268,042 

325,239 

302,650 

425,235 

-72,435 

j20,j5CC 

• -25,554 

a At full development stabilised occupancy. 

Source: Williams-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc., 1990. 
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H. Dwight E. Sanders, State of CaMoniia, State Lands Commission, Jane 4, 1990 

H-1. Tne commentator's preference that the EIS and EIR be one document instead of two 
is noted. The two documents were physically circulated together (in the same 
envelope) so that they could be reviewed together. The DEIR incorporates the DEIS 
by reference (see DEER Preface). The DEIR presents a summary of the conclusions 
of the DEIS. This complies with the intent of Section 15150 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. In addition, Section 15221 of the State CEQA Guidelines clearly allows 
an EIS to be used in place of an EIR, so long as it complies with the provisions of the 
CEQA guidelines. Tie EIS does this. Thus, even if the EIS was not incorporated 
by reference into an EIR, CEQA clearly allows the EIS to be used in place of an EIR. 
Tnat both an EIS and an EIR incorporating the EIS are provided together simply 
means that the basic requirements cf CEQA were met and exceeded. 

Additional summarization or other characterization of the EIS, given that it constitutes 
the EIR, would be inappropriate and would be inconsistent with, the general policy to 
reduce the size of EIRs. 

H-2. Please see response to comment H-1. 

H-3. Please see response to comment G-8 and topical response TR-5. 

H-4. Please see topical response TR-2 and EIS Table 4.5-8 (revised by response to comment 
G-27) which indicates cumulative fiscal surpluses to the City of San Diego ranging from 
$258 to $125 million fcr the various public/private venture alternatives. Note that, 

— irrespective of who pays for infrastructure improvements, the cost of improvements and 
the party that pays for them Is not an environmental issue. Tnis is described in 
Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states in part that 'the 
"(E)cGnomic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 
on the environment." Tie only environmental issue in this respect is whether 
mitigation measures ars implemented. If infrastructural improvements cannct be 
financed, the findings of the EIS with respect to the level of significance for certain 
imuacts would be changed and the EIS would be recirculated for public review. It is 
noted that the cost figures referenced in this comment differ from the current dollar 
cost figures discussed in topical response TR-2, possibly reflecting an escalation in this 

. . comment to future years/dollars with additional contingency. 

H-5. Please see response to comment H-4. 

K-6. Tie "draft" urban design guidelines for the project are drafts because they have not 
been adopted by the City of San Diego and would not be adopted prior to project 
approval. However, the guidelines were created to conform with the objectives of the 
Central Bayfront Design Principles (see topical response TR-4) and staff of the City 
has agreed to the draft guidelines. ,; 

The guidelines are not expected to be substantially changed during project approval, 
if the project is approved. However, as with any other component of this or any other 
project under NEPA and CEQA if changes are made by decision makers that would 
crsats significant impacts not previously addressed in the EIS, then the EIS would 
need to be revised to address these impacts. 
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• -7. Tne Federal environmental process requires consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer during the development of cultural resources mitigation measures. 
Specifically, the consultation process determines the actions necessary to mitigate the 
adverse impact on the cultural resources that are eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places, Consultation conducted to satisfy the specific requirements of 
Section 106 leads to mandatory mitigation of the significant cultural resources impacts 
described in the EIS. As described in response to comment A-2, this process has been 
completed and a Memorandum of Agreement between the Navy and SHPO stipulating 
mitigation has been signed. 

TJ O Establishing standards for construction of buildings in earthquake-prone regions is 
appropriate and necessary for hazard mitigation, yet building codes generally provide 
minimum standards and do not necessarily ensure building integrity from damaging 
earthquakes or other geologic hazards. However, buildings designed according to 
modem building codes generally have faired well during strong earthquakes (I-Iousner 
and Jennings 19S2). Furthermore, Tie City cf San Diego Municipal Code requires 
evaluation of geologic hazards and liquefaction potential Although the code is not 
applicable to the rehabilitation and expansion of Building 12, the Navy will require the 
developer to perform such an evaluation for ail development at the Navy Broadway 
Complex. Measures to mitigate geologic/seismic hazards are discussed in Section 4 of 
this appendix. More specifically, all new or rehabilitated buildings constructed on the 
site will be designed in accordance with Uniform Building Code Seismic Zone 4 

H-9. Please see response to comments H-6, I-I-7, and H-8 regarding the effectiveness of 
sneciSc mitigation measures identified as inadeauate by the commentator. Tie 
commentator dees not provide any other mitigation measures that may be ineffective, 
so no other response is warranted. 

H-1G. Section 5 describes specific cumulative impacts to which the project contributes. Page 
5-1'refers to Table 4.1-2 (page 4-7) and-Figure 4-3 (page 4-8) for a description of the 
projects considered cumulatively with the proposed project including the Seaport 
Village expansion and the Hyatt Hotel Tne commentator is referred to pages 5-1 
through 5-4 of the DEIS for a complete discussion cf cumulative Impacts. 

H-ll. Tne commentator misinterprets Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines. In 
particular, Section 15126(d)(2) states, in full: 

The soecifk alternative of ;tno Droject" shall also be evaluated aiens with the 
imnact. If the environmentally superior alternative is the "no nroiect" alternative, 
the EIR shall also Identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives. 

The guidelines do not indicate £hat the proposed alternative cannot be the 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. In feet, it is the 
intent of CEQA to provide for the least environmentally-damaging development, if 
development is to occur. CEQA encourages that projects are designed to minimize 
environmental harm. Tne DEIS examines seven alternatives, including the proposed 
project and the no project alternative. Of the seven alternatives, Alternatives A (the 
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proposed project), B, and D, are enviromnentaily superior development alternatives. 
Alternative G, the no project, is the eavironmeataUy superior alternative, but it meets 
none of the basic project objectives. Alternative A includes a substantially larger open 
space area at the foot of Broadway than Alternatives 3 and D. This is an 
environmentally superior component of this alternative because it more closely (than 
Alternatives B and D) meets the goals of recently adopted plans intended to guide 
development in the area. There are three environnsentaUy superior alternatives. 
Alternative A is superior among the three, r ~ 

It is noted that there are no alternatives capable of meeting the basic objectives of the 
project while avoiding the significant impact to cumulative air quality associated with 
Alternative A (and the other five development alternatives). This is the only 
unmitigated significant impact of Alternative A, .so an environmentally superior 
alternative (to Alternative A) capable of meeting project objectives is not possible. 

Ii-12. The commentator's opinion that the DEIS does not anaijcs all alternatives to the same 
level of detail is noted. The commentator does not substantiate this comment, so no 
response can be nrcvided. Tne DEIS evaluates each of the seven alternatives, fully 
identifies the imoacts of each, and orovides mitigation measures pertinent to each. 

H-13. The intent of the notice of intent (NOI) and the notice cf preparation (NOP) is for 
responsible agencies and interested Individuals to identify at an early time in the 
process potentially significant environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
alternatives that should be addressed in the EIS and EIR. Direct responses to 
NOI/NOP comments Pages 1-15 through 1-18 of the DEIS summarize the NOI/NOP 
comments by topical area in which they are addressed in the EIS. please refer to this 
discussion. A copy of ail NOI/NQP comments has been provided to the commentator. 

H-14. Measures to mitigate significant environmental impacts are discussed along with the 
mitigation measure in the summary table. Each significant imoact for which there are 
mitigation measures is identified as "(S/M)" in the table, fhee oases 1-20 through 1-
48 of the DEIS). 

With regard to placing '''significance criteria used to rank the impacts" in the summary 
section, the sp-scinc analysis is presented in the non-summary sections of the DEIS, v 

particularly Section 4. The summary section is not intended to repeat the analysis of 
environmental impacts, but Instead is intended to summarize the.environmental Impacts 
of the proiect- Thus, the "significance criteria" and other details pertinent to 
determining the nroiecth environmental impacts are not reoeated in the summary. 

H-15. Please see topical response 1^-3. 

PI-16. No residential uses are proposed with shis project; therefore, residential parking 
demand rates are not relevant tc this nroiect. 

H-17. Please 
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conclusion that compliance with the guidelines would mitigate aesthetic impacts is 
based on the evidence shown in these figures and discussed on pages 4-108 through 
4-111 of the DEIS. Aside from actually constructing the project'and then evaluating 
its aesthetic impacts, the DEIS relies on the best possible evidence available to draw 
its conclusions. 

H-18. Tae City of San Diego Police Department was consulted to determine if the- proposed 
alternatives would in any way adversely affect police ser/ice, including every day 
situations and emergency circumstances. T i e department indicated that the project 
would net have an adverse effect. Page 5-2 of the DEIS indicates that this public 
agency wculd not be adversely affected by cumulative development. T i e opinion of 
the affected agency would appear to be the best possible evidence one could draw on 
for this conclusion. It is noted that the proposed project would provide long-term 
Oscal surpluses to the City of San Diego. TPis conclusion considers police department 
costs. (Please see response to comments G-26 and G-27.) Tnus, even if it was found 
that the project did significantly affect police resources (although no adverse.effect was 
found), sufficient revenues would be available associated with the project to offset 
those costs. 

H-19. Page 6-1 of the DEIS refers to Section 4.5 of the DEIS for a discussicn of growth 
associated with the project (including regional immigration). Please refer to that 
discussicn. 

^ 2 0 . T i e availability of water is a concern of statewide significance,• especially in light of the 
ongoing drought that has affected several areas of the state, some more substantiallv 
(e.g., Santa Barbara) than others. The water situation in San Diego, as a result of the 
drought, is not nearly as severe as other areas -of the state, and sufficient regular and 
emergency supplies are available. Nevertheless, San Diego has requested voluntary 
water use reductions and has seen an approximate 10 percent reduction in use 
compared with last year. Water conservation measures are not yet mandatory, but 
may become so if the drought persists for another year. According to the City of San 
Diego Water Utilities Department, the proposed project, if completed today, is not of 
sufficient magnitude to cause an. acceleration of the need to impose any water 
conservation measures in the city. Further, the City has no plans now, or in the 
foreseeable future, to restrict water hookups in the project area (Wageman, pers. 
comm.-1990). Tne proposed project is within the densities planned on the project site 
and is consistent with rerional growth nroiections used to clan for long-term water 
usage. Also, please see comment C-10. 

Tne first phase of the proposed development is currently planned to be completed in 
1994. 'f drouo-1r't co^d^lons ^e^s's^ed u^ ^ ^a'1" "̂me -w^^r Rv l̂laKnirv û San Die^o 
and throughout the state could be severely restricted. The likelihood that the drought 
wculd persist even another year or two, cr that current water shortages wculd persist, 
is statistically remote. If drought conditions do persist, the results in large areas of 
California could be severe. Development in areas of California still affected by 
drought would likely be reexamined." However, consideration and analysis of such a 
remote possibility, with implications much more far-reaching than the nroposed projeci, 
is highly speculative and is beyond the purview of an EIS examining the potential 
impacts of a mixed-use urban development. 
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sn- The commentator disagrees on the significance of the project with the opinions of the 
City of San Diego Water Utilities Department, the Regional Water Quality Control 

H-22. Page 4-126 of the DEIS indicates that the project would significantly affect sev̂ cx 
conveyance facilities. Without mitigation, local sewer lines would have insufficient 
capacity. This could result in health implications as well as cause poor sewage 
conveyance. Correcting this problem by installing greater conveyance capacity would 
avoid this potentially significant impact. Tnus, it is a mitigation measure. Please see 
response to comment H-21 regarding wastewater treatment impacts. 

H-23. Landfill capacity constraints are regional problems that have surfaced throughout the 
state, and they require regional solutions that are beyond the control of any individual 
project. San Diego County is currently in the process cf pursuing new landfill areas 
to accommodate regional needs. Tne project would not significantly reduce the life 
of any landfill and wculd therefore not have a significant environmental impact 
Nevertheless, in recognition of the statewide solid waste problems, the following 
mitigation measure is added to page 4-12S of the EIS: 

» Receptacles will be provided within each office building to allow for the 
separation of all recyclable paper material. Tne lease for each office building will 
require that white paper and computer paper recycling receptacles are provided, 
and that the lessee will participate to the maximum extent applicable in any local 
ordinance-implemented recycling program for other recyclable materials. 

H-24. Please see respcnse to comment H-4. Also, it is noted that the Port, if it decides to 
contribute funding, would do so to the extent such expenditures are consistent with 
its legal and financial activities. 

H-25. Tne geotechnical investigation performed by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (19SS) 
indicates the area soils are able to support properly designed foundations. The 
previous geotechnical investigation also indicates that below ground construction for 
underground parking is feasible. Construction of two-levels of underground parking 
will require: construction dewatering, pile foundations, and a structural fioor system 
to support building loads. Because permanent dewatering systems with discharges to 
San Diego Bay are no longer allowed (please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report 
in Section 4 of this appendix, particularly 4.2 and 4.3), the floor and walls below the 
water table will have to be designed to resist water pressures and will have to be 
wateroroofed. Authorization for construction dewalering will reuuire aoolication to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The project dewatering will be required 
to comply with specific discharge limitations. 

H-26. The bay deposits and hydraulic fill underlying the site- are considered potentially 
liquefiable, and the previous geotechnical Investigation by Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants indicates that potential effects from liquefaction should be considered for 
project design. Tne City of San Diego Building Code requires that an evaluation be 
made for areas identified on the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan as being 
susceotible to Uauefaction. There is a range cf ocssible measures to reduce notential 
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liquefaction-related damage to existing and new facilities. Some of those measures are 
listed in Sections 3.3 and 3.3.1 of the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report, in Section 4 of 
this appendix. 

H-27. Page 4-176 of the DEIS provides City of San Diego noise/land use compatibility 
criteria. As shown, hotels are considered compatible in areas up to 65d3 CNEL and 
offices are considered compatible in areas up to 70 dB CNEL. As discussed on pages 
4-181 through 4-186, the 65 dB CNEL would extend onto the site, which would have 
an adverse effect on hotels. Thus, mitigation is necessary to provide fcr sufficient 
interior noise level reductions. 

i i 70 dB CNEL wculd only encroach on the edges of the site along Broadway, 
Harbor Drive, and Pacific Highway where offices are proposed. Normal sound 
attenuation provided by building materials (with windows open) is 12 to 15 dBA 
Through the use cf standard building materials, no additional attenuation wculd be 
necessary to reduce noise levels to office buildings to a less than significant level. 

H-2S. As indicated on page 5-4 of the DEIS, a new substation wculd be required to serve 
cumulative development in the project area. 

H-29. Tne comments presented above (comments H-1 through IT-2S) do not change any of 
the findings of the EIS with respect to growth-inducing impacts or unavoidable impacts. 
Taerefore, no revisions to the respective discussions of these issues is made. 

^ B ; 0 . This comment is noted. Please see response to comments H-1 through H-29. 
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I. Harry E. Wilson, June 1, 1990 

I-l. The commentator's preference for Alternative A is noted. The-comment is not specific 
to the environmental impacts cf the project, so no other response is warranted. 

T-P While adding the rail lines to these subject figures may help orient the plan, the lines 
are shewn in a sufficient number of figures (e.g., figures 3-5, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, etc.) to 
be able to cross reference. No environmental information presented in the EIS woiHd 
be changed by adding the rail lines to these figures. 

1-3. Please see topical response TR-3. Note that the number of parking spaces proposed 
onsite Is restricted below normal demand rates to encourage the use of mass transit, 
car pools, etc. 

1-4. The respcnse time provided is based on estimates provided by the individual fire 
stations. 

1-5. Please see response to comment H-23. It is not known how much recycling the Navy 
•would be able to achieve tbrough this orogram. 

1-6. The correct number of service occupation employees in San Diego County is 211,100. 
Table 4,5-1 on page 4-131 of the EIS is hereby revised to reflect this number. 

1-7. - It is not known how many personnel would immigrate to the San Diego area as a 
result of the proposed project. Because the number of non-military employment 
opportunities created by the proposed project would be small in comparison to the 
region (less than 1.5 percent of the city and less than 1 percent of the county) and in 
comparison with regional growth estimates, the associated immigration would be easily 
absorbed and was therefore not calculated. 

I-S. A properly designed temporary dewatering system will allow excavation of soil below 
the water table for below grade construction. Tne dewatered soils (which are 
composed primarily of sands) should not be in a very wet condition and should not 
require special trucks. Soils could be exported from the site to other grading projects. 
Any soils considered contaminated with petroleum products cr other potential 
contaminants would require special treatment. 

1-9. This comment is noted. The conclusions of "the DEIS with respect to runoff would 
not be altered by this comment. 

1-10. Dewatered groundwater during construction will require authorization from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (please see Section 4 cf this appendix, 
particularly 4.2 and 4.3 thereof), and if application conditions are met, it may be 
possible to discharge to storm drains. t 

i-11. Pages 4-162 through 4-165 of the DEIS considers air quality effects during 
construction, and page 4-131 of the DEIS considers noise effects during construction. 
Please refer to these discussions. 
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Nonnass W. Hickey, Comaty of Saa Diego Chief Administrative Otllce, June 1, 1990 

J-l. The proposed project would provide sufficient onsite parking to satisfy the needs of 
the project, and there wculd be no need for related offsite parking. Please see topical 
response TR-4 fcr a detailed discussion of parking. 

J-0 Tie Navy would only utilize one space for 1,000 square feet of Navy office fcr active 
ployee marking. Tie additional 0.23 spaces per 1.000 square feet that would be 
vided are fcr the parking of Navy official vehicles. 

1-3 Tnis comment is noted. No other response is necessarv. 
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K. Frederick M. Marks, Citizens-Coordinate for Century 3, June 4, 1990 

K-l. This comment lacks sufficient specificity to allow formulation of a specific respcnse. 

Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

K-2. Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

K-3. Please see topical responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

K-4. Please see topical response TR-2 regarding project financing. Please see response to 
comment G-17 for additional discussicn concerning residential uses. 

K-5. Please see response to comments H-4 and H-24. Also, please see page 3-6 cf the 
DEIS. As described therein, the provision of open space outside the boundaries of 
the project site is not a part of the proposed project. 

• & . & Please see topical respcnse TR-1. Irrespective of the ccst of the proposed project in 
comparison to the U.S. Military Construction budget, the proposed project is not 
currently Included in Military Construction budgets, so it would not proceed without 
the proposed public/private venture financing alternative. 

K-7. Tne comment that the DEIS is not sufficiently objective is noted. Without greater 
specificity, however, no further response is possible. 
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Robert P. Martinez, State of California, Office of PlanmHg and Research, June 4, 

L-l. Tiis comment is not specific to the contents of the DEIS, so no response is necessary. 
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GordoBi F. Snow, Ph.D., State of California Resonrcss Ageiscy, Jane 4, 1990 

It. is noted that the Resources Agency coordinated review with the referenced agencies 
Tne Department of Transportation commented in comment letter E. Tie Sta^e Lands 
Commission commented in comment letter H. Tne California Coastal Commission 
commented m comment letter M. Tie California Air Resources Board Department 
of Fish and Game, the Department of Parks and Recreation, and the San D i ^ 
Regional Water Quality Control Board did not comment on the DEIS c-r DEIR 
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• 
caaiiorflfiaa, uteisjartmeni os i^onservaiaoss, iviay 24, 1 

N-l. As described in respcnse to comment C-12, a supplemental study of the potential 
geotechnical hazards at the project site was conducted by Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants, and is included herein as Section 4 of this appendk. Please refer to that 
section. A copy of the geotechnical report prepared by Woodward-Clyde'Consultants 
(1988) for Plirsch and Company has been provided to the commentator. 

N-2. Please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report in Section 4 of this appendix for a 
response to this comment, particularly 3.2 and 3.2.1 thereof. 

N-3. Please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report in Section 4 of this appendk fcr a 
respcnse to this comment, particularly 3.3 and 3.3.1 thereof. 

M-4. Please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report in Section 4 of this appendk fcr a 
response to this comment, particularly 3.4 and 3.4.1 thereof. 
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O-l. T i e commentator indicates that Commission staff is generally pleased with the concept 
of development of the site for Navy uses provided that provisions for public use of the 
area are made. The Commission staff supports Alternatives A and F which include 
"large open space areas". These comments are noted and no response is needed. 

O-l. Please see topical response TR-5. 

0-3. Tnis comment addresses the California Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. Although the Navy disagrees that the Navy Broadway Complex is 
"oceanfront land," discussion about the consistency of the project with Section 30221 
has been elaborated in the CCD (Section 4.1.2). T i e discussion indicates that present 
and future recreational needs are fulfilled in the Central Bayfront area around the 
Navy Broadway Complex and that the project contributes important additional public 
and commercial recreation opportunity which is specifically designed to complement 
its Central Bayfront setting. As a result, the Navy has determined that the project is 
consistent with this -coastal policy. Please refer to Response 0-4. 

0-4. . This comment addresses the California Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. Although the comment is not directed to the EIS, a response is 
provided to explain how present and future recreation demand is accommodated in the 
Central Bayfront vicinity of the project and how the project contributes to coastal 
recreation opportunity. 

AccosssEKtodatJoa of Prsseiai aBd Future DeaiaaEid For Recreation 

Tne Central Bayfront area of Centre City San Diego contains a very substantial 
concentration of esdstins and planned oublic and commercial recreational oDDortunities. 
These opportunities are extremely varied and emphasize the role of the bayfront as 
a primary visitor destination and recreation area for both visitors and city residents. 
Existing recreational opportunities within the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex 
(from north to south within approximately 0.5 mile) include the following: 

Recreation Opportunity Type of Use 

Embarcadero (North of Broadway) Pedestrian Promenade 
County Administrative Canter West Lawn Public Open Space 
Maritime Museum Public Museum 
Holiday Inn/Restaurants Commercial Recreation 
B Street Pier Recreational Cruishs, Pedestrian Areas 
Broadway Pier Plana, Viewing Areas 
Harbor Excursion Boats Bay Cruising and Dining 
Harbor Promenade (South of Navy Pier) Landscaped Promenade 
G Street Mole Park, Viewing Area, Restaurant 
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Seaport Village 

nmoassy auites 
Marina Linear Park 
Embarcadero Marina Park 
Embarcadero Marina 
Marriott Hotel 
Convention Center 

Commercial Recreation, Specialty 
Shopping, Street Entertainment 
Promenade, Viewing Areas 
Commercial Recreation 
Park, Trail, Fishing Pier 
Park, Picnic Area 
Commercial Recreational Marina 
Commercial Recreation 
Maior Visitor Destination 

Local coastal planning has fulfilled the demand for commercial and public recreational 
activity in the allocation cf substantial land resources to restaurants, hotels, shopping, 
attractions, promenades, plaza areas, and open space. Table 1 (page 3-40) describes 
the allccaticn of land use in the Centre Citv Embarcadero Precise Plan cf the Port 
Master Plan. T i e majority (54 percent) of the land area is devoted to either 
commercial cr public recreation area. (Additionally, a number of developments 
adjacent to the coastal zone also provide commercial recreation opportunities that 
support visitation to the Central Bayfront.) Excluding streets, which account for 21 
percent of the land, non-recreation land uses constitute 25 percent of the plan area. 

The Pert Master Plan is an approved iccal coastal plan, so its allocation of land to 
recreation opportunity has been approved by the California Coastal Commission, 
recognizing the presence of the Naw Broadway Complex as non-recreational, Federal 
land proximate to the waterfront. In consideration of the variety of recreation 
opportunities, the amount of land area devoted to recreation In the Centre City 
Embarcadero Precise Plan around the project site, and the prior Commission approval 
of the Port Master Plan containing the precise plan, it is evident that present and 
foreseeable demand for public and commercial recreation have been accommodated 
in the area of the waterfront near the Navy Broadway Complex. 

Project ContributtoB to Pasblic and Commercial Recreation 

The project, as defined by the Navy's preferred Alternative A, contributes Important 
additional public and commercial recreation resources that have been specifically 
designed to complement its Centra! Bayfront setting. 'Commercial recreation 
opportunity would be provided in the hotels, specialty retail, and attendant uses on 
the southern blocks (3 and 4) where they can best support visitation to the nearby 
Seaport Village. Wide pedestrian facilities along E, F, and G Streets provide public 
recreation opportunity and connection to important waterfront open space areas along 
the promenade and G Street Mole. The maritime museum would establish a 
recreation destination in the project that complements the character of the waterfront. 
The 1,9-acre open soace at the foot of Broadway would serve as a nrominent 
recreation use area with excellent association with and vistas to the bay,,-' 
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ALLOCATION OF LAND FOR RECREATION OPPORTUNITY 

iype of Use 

Centre City/ 
Embarcadero 
Precise Plan 

Broadway 
Complex Project 

.Acres % 

Commercial Recreation 

Public Recreation 

Total Recreation Area 

Streets 

Other Non-Recreation 
Dand Uses 
Total Non-Recreation 
Land Area. 

TOTAL LAND ARSA 

85.7* 

40.4C 

126.1 

47.6 

* J C . L 

37% 

17% 

54% 

21% 

25% 

5.7 

231.8 

46% 

100% 

6.5c? 

4.9^ 

11.53 

1.89 

2.19 

% 

42% 

32% 

74% 

12% 

14% 

4.08 26% 

15.62* 100% 

includes Commercial Recreation aad Specialty Shopping (page 82, Port Master Plan, 
San Diego Unified Port District, 1980). 

Includes hotel, restaurant, retail, and museum uses ('with service, parking, and support areas). 

Includes Park/Plaza, Promenade, and Open Space (page 82, Port Master Plan, San Diego 
Unified Pert District, 1980). 

Includes pedestrian facilities, gallerias, and open space. 

This area constitutes the land held in fee and leased by the Navy (15.62 acres). Acreage of 
uses for the project is based on ground-level use. 
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Tne original concept for the project was to develop sufficient square footage of 
commercial space to support the Navy office space with no financial assistance and to 
accommodate the demand for open space and recreation opportunity generated by the 
project. As a result, a concept that included 3,500,000 SF of mixed-use development 
(including commercial recreation) and 0.5 acre of open space at the foot of Broadway 
was formulated. Local officials requested that a larger area of the site be devoted tc 
open space, instead of commercial development, to serve the needs of a broader area 
of the waterfront. T i e current project was designed to address this request by 
increasing the size of the open space at the foct of Broadway to 1.9 acres and 
diminishing the commercial development by 250,* 

T i e proportion of land area, based on ground-level uses, devoted to recreation by the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project exceeds that allocated in the Centre City/ 
Embarcadero Precise Plan area of the Port Master Plan, as shown in Table 1. Total 
recreation area constitutes 74 percent of the project's ground-level uses compared to 
54 percent of the Port's precise plan land area. The proportion of commercial 
recreation land and public recreation land in the Navy Broadway Complex Projeci both 
exceed that allocated in the Port's precise plan area. This demonstrates that not only 
is the proiect meeting the demand for its own recreation needs, but it also is enhancing 
the opportunities for public and commercial recreation for the greater Central 
Bayfront. In addition, the table also demonstrates that the ground-level use area 
designated for ncn-recreation, commercial use in the project represents a very small 
proportion of land along the waterfront (less than one percent), considering the total 
area of the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan area and Navy Broadway Complex. 

Open space and recreation area objectives cf the Centre City San Diego Community 
Plan focus on providing a ceremonial open space as a "grand public place" at the foot 
cf Broadway and a system of small open spaces, such as vest pocket paries, in the 
downtown area. The specific need for the latter is identified as sk new, vest pocket 
paries in the Centre City (on page 77 of the plan). Tnis identified need Is limited and 
reflects, among other things, that the open space and recreation area in parts of the 
Centre City, including the waterfront, already accommodates the needs of the area. 
Tne design of the project is tailored to contribute to the major objective of the -
ceremonial open space at the foot of Broadway, so It is consistent with the latest 
community planning for open space and recreation areas in Centre City. 

In conclusion, the project provides substantial public .and commercial recreational 
facilities on the majority of the site (i.e., part of Block 1, pedestrian ways along new 
streets, and Blocks 3 and 4), and present and foreseeable demand for coastal recreation 
use is accommodated in the Immediate vicinity. With the accommodation of recreation 
demand bv current and future develooment the small around-leT7el use area proocsed 
tor non-recreation uses (office) on the Navy Broadway Complex can be provided in 
a manner that is consistent with coastal nolicy. 

0-5. The commentator is correct in that the proposed office and hotel uses would increase 
the employee and visitor pcpulation of the area, creating additional demand for use 
of recreation facilities along the waterfront. Tne preliminary Centre City Community 
Plan (page 77) indicates the need for 0.7 to 8.4 acres of additional, open space 
improvements in sk vest pocket parks to satisfy the requirements for the buildout of 
the Centre City. T i e Naw Broadway Comdex Proiect alone, in Alternative A, would 
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provide an open space of 1.9 acres at the foot of Broadway (as well as other pedestrian 
facilities). The demand for recreation use of the waterfront would involve activities, 
such as strolling, jogging, bay viewing, and use of open space or plaza areas. As 
indicated ia Response G-4, the project would provide substantial additional recreation 
opportunity in a greater proportion (based on ground-level uses) than allocated in land 
area within the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port Master Plan, thi 

istaurants, and other commercial recreation) would accommodate the waterfront 
recreation use from the project's employees and visitors, and wculd contribute 
recreational resources over and above the project's requirements. 

0-6. Tnis comment addresses the California Ccastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. T ie issue of priority uses in the coastal zone has been discussed in the 
CCD (Section 4.1.5) and also presented herein as a response to this comment. 

Section 30255 is intended to direct land use planning decisions in the coastal zone to 
ensure that certain uses are given priority. It is important to emphasize that the 
project is not within the State coastal zone and that land use planning policies of the 
State coastal management program cannot override Federal land use decisions. 
Tnerefore, consistency with Section 30255 is not required; however, an evaluation of 
the project confinns that it would be consistent with this policy, as discussed below. 

Master PSarmed Development sf High Pirieritj Coastal Uses 

Tne proposed project is predicated on providing a mix cf coastal-related and visitor-
serving uses with a complement of other uses that support the project as a whole. Tne 
majority of the ground-level uses in Alternative A are devoted to public or commercial 
recreation uses, both visitor serving, which are high priority for a coastal location. 

Tne Navy Pier adjacent to the project is a coastal-dependent facility that is essential 
.for the Navy's supply activities In San Diego Bay. It is also essential tc the national 
security as a mobilization asset fcr the Navy. The supply function of the Navy Pier 
is dependent on the presence of supporting administrative office space, so the Navy 
office use proposed for the project is coastal-related. Also, the mobilization function 
of the pier relies on adjacent space to:- process supplies and personnel for 
transshipment. Consequently, the hotels and restaurants, which would support 
personnel preparing for departure, and the offices, which support mobilization 
processing, are also coastal-related in the event of mobilization. These coastal-related 
functions of the project are unique because the property is adjacent to the pier and 
would remain in Navy ownership. Tnis further reinforces the fact that the proiect is 
an integrated development of high priority, coastal uses. 

Commercial office use is not considered a coastal-related (except to the extent that 
maritime businesses occupy it) or vis iter rserving use, but it is integral to the project's 
financial feasibility (discussed below) and completes a unified master plan ct 
development that provides substantial coastal benefits. It is emphasized that if the 
project is not financially feasible, it would not proceed and the substantial open space, 
access, and recreation benefits described above wculd not be available to the public. 
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Because the mix of uses determines the project's viability, the commercial office 
component is essential to the success of the whole project. Since the large majority 
of the ground-level use area (90 percent) in Alternative A supports high priority uses, 
the primary concept of the project involves a master planned, multi-use high priority 
coastal development. This concept for the whole development would be consistent 
with coastal policy accommodating coastal-related developments within reasonable 
proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support The presence of (non-priority) 
commercial office use would not conflict with this policy in light of the facts that it is 
financially essential for the success of the public/private venture authorized by 
Congress and will not adversely affect this policy or land uses within the coastal zone. 

Essesstial FiBa&dal RoSe of the Mmiftl-Use Approach 

The five-year defense program contains no appropriations to accomplish the 
consolidation and collocation of Navy administrative facilities in the San Diego area 
with military construction funds. In view of current Federal budget reductions and the 
likelihood of even more severe constraints in the future, Congress has acknowledged 
that direct funding is not available fcr this project by authorizing redevelopment cf the 
Navy Broadway Complex through a public/private venture in P.L. 99-561. 

T i e public/private venture concept requires that development of the Navy Sroadway 
Complex include compatible private land uses sufficient to offset the cost of 
development' of the necessary Navy office space. T i e process of formulating 
alternatives for the type and intensity cf development on the site, therefore, integrated 
consideration of compatibility with surrounding development, specific environmental 
issues, and the financial feasibility of potential alternatives. 

To evaluate the economic requirements of the public/private venture, the Navy 
engaged the firm of Williams Kuebelbeck Si Associates (WK&A'i to make an 

CJ ^^ \ / 

independent financial feasibility analysis. A market assessment was performed to 
determine the potential types of uses which could be developed on the site without 
adversely affecting the absorption of similar development planned in the Centre City 
San Diego. Tne marketable development program was refined from a City planning 
perspective, considering urban design guidelines, massing, viewsheds, access and traffic, 
and significantly reduced in total scope. T i e reduced density was further analyzed on 
a Snancial pro forma basis to determine the overall return from the non-Federal land 
uses and the residual cash Row and present value attributable to ths long term ground 
lease provided to the developer by the Navy. The financial analysis tested these cash 
fiows and values against the estimated construction cost of Navy office space and the 
value of the leased land. The financial tests confirmed the amount of develooment 
and mix of uses, including commercial office, necessary tc feasibly implement ths 
Navy's objectives in a manner consistent with Congressional authorization. 

J J O j 
I 

The enablin0- federal legislation mandates the selection of ^he devslooer for the 
redevelopment through a competitive process. T i e financial analysis performed by 
WK&A forms the basis of the government estimate tc be used in the evaluation of 
competitive proposals submitted for award of the redevelopment. T ie WK&A study 
is therefore proprietary solicitation information which, in accordance with Federal 
procurement regulations, cannot be published so as to protect the integrity and 
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competitiveness of the selection process. Tne selected developer, the WK&A financial 
feasibility study, and the actual financial proposal from the developer are subject to 
review by the Congress, prior to award, in accordance with, the legislation. 

No Appropriate Coastal-Depeadeat Uses ffor the Property 

Although it is the Navy's position that the project is consistent with the policies related 
to placement of high priority uses near the waterfront, it is also important to 
understand that there are no other appropriate coastal-dependent uses for the 
property. Tne Port Master Plan certified by the Commission has distributed coastal-
dependent uses along the San Diego Bay waterfront portion of the coastal zone. T i e 
Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan addressing the waterfront around the Navy-
Broadway Complex focuses on coastal-related, primarily visitor-sending and recreational 
uses fcr tbe land area of the clan. No maior coastal-deoendent uses are designated 
for the land in the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex, except for the existing 
piers. The arrangement of land uses in the plan demonstrates that there is no unmet 
need for additional land to be allocated to coastal-dependent uses along this part cf 
the waterfront, because such a large proportion is designated for other, non-ccastal-
dependent uses. T i e majority of coastal-de pendent uses In the port's coastal zone is 
located in the maritime industry areas around the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal and 
National City Bayfront, as would be expected. Tne character of the Central Bayfront 
from the Convention Center to the ncrth end of the promenade is oriented to pubiic 
and commercial recreation uses, rather than coastal-de pendent development. 
Therefore, incorporating coastal-dependent uses in the Navy Broadway ComDlex would 
not be needed or appropriate. 

Coastal-Related Uses Ars FisSBy Accoiaismodated 

The emphasis for coastal-related uses in the Centre City Embarcadero area is placed 
on public and commercial recreation opportunity. It has been explained previously in 
Response 0-4 that the present and foreseeable need fcr public and commercial 
recreation in this part of the waterfront is accommodated, in part by the Navy 

• Broadway Complex project. In addition, the market study commissioned by the Navy 
identified the mix of uses that could be supported by the forecasted demand and found 
that commercial recreation use beyond that already planned by others and included 
in the project could not be supported during the buildout period of the project. 
Essentially, the Navy Broadway Complex P.roject, in an effort to meet financial 
requirements of the public/private venture and be consistent with the policies of the 
California Ccastal Act maximized the amount cf commercial recreation (i.e. hotel, 
restaurant, and retail) space that could be feasibly developed. Therefore, the addition 
of still more coastal-related, commercial recresticn area, instead of the financially 
necessary commercial office space, would not be appropriate. Recognizing this market 
reality, the commercial office space proposed for the project Is an appropriate, as well 
as necessary, use. ^ 

The intensity of development and mix of uses proposed for the Navy Broadway 
Complex are necessary to achieve the Congressional mandate of providing the Navy 
office space "without compensation or at substantially below market value" (P.L.99-
661), which has been interpreted by recent Office of Management and Budget 
directives to mean obtaining the space at no cost. The five-year defense program 
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contains no project to accomplish the collocation of Navy administrative facilities with 
military construction funds, so additional Federal funding is not available. In view of 
the current Federal budget reductions and the likelihood of even more severe 
constraints, the prospect of future appropriations is extremely remote. Therefore, 
generation of sufficient revenue stream and equity from the public/private venture 
concept is necessary for the feasibility of the project. Please see Response 0-6 for a 
discussion of the financial analysis conducted for the project. 

T i e density cf the Navy Broadway Complex Project was considered in the development 
of the preliminary Centre City San Diegc Community Plan recently adopted by the 
City Council. T ie Navy's preferred alternative is consistent with the overall floor area 
ratios designated by the plan fcr the project site and with the step-down design 
apprcach described in the plan. Therefore, the density of the proposed action appears 
to be appropriate for the city's concept of development along the Central Bayfront. 
(Please also see Respcnse 0-4 for a discussicn of consistency with coastal land use 
olanning in the Central Bavfront area). 

0-8. T ie reduced density alternative suggested by the commentator wculd not yield 
sufficient residual cash flow to support the objectives of the Congressional mandate. 
T i e financial analyses performed by the Navy have confirmed that the amount and mix 
of development necessary for financial feasibility is represented in Alternative B, 
assuming no local government nnancial supoort. (Alternative Ads reduced density 
relies on local government financial assistance for certain infrastructure improvements.) 
Consequently, a substantially reduced density alternative wculd not be feasible. See 
Responses 0-4 and G-6 for discussions of the relationship of local coastal plans and 
the financial feasibility requirements cf the project. 

T i e proportion cf ground-level.use area in the Navy's preferred Alternative A devoted 
to commercial and public recreational use already exceeds the proportion of land area 
so designated in the approved Port Master plan for the surrounding waterfront, so a 
reduced density alternative emphasizing recreation use wculd not be needed to 
maintain the planned allocaticns of land to these uses. This issue is discussed in detail 
in Response 0-4. 

£uio 

• 

0-9. T i e commentator's explanation of support fcr Aiternative F is noted. Please refer tc 
Responses 0-4 and 0-7 for discussion of how Alternative A meets the needs for 
public and recreation opportunity in the Central Bayfront and proooses the mix of uses 
necessary tc meet the objectives of the project. 

O-IO. Please see topical response TR-2. 

J 5 _ I I P l e a s e SS?* to-^'-"^- -.^s^C^'"^1 ' i ^ -^ nO — fPTniTic ~.rr^i=^* is ̂  .—•_ s-j f> rn i ̂ " i>~ri v^pr'-^^t r i ^ -^s" 1 ^ 

Note that the proposed project was determined after review of, a variety of land use 
combinations, including combinations that included no commercial office development. 
Concerning Navy funding contributions, topical response TR-1 addresses the prospect 
of providing Military Construction funding for this project. 

The statement identified bv the commentator is an explanation of the existins; settir^ 
of the project site. The site is currently and for many years has besn, fully covered 
with impervious surfaces. The development of the alternatives reduce the extent of 
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impervious surface, and attendant runoff, with the implementation of landscaped open 
space. Tnerefore, no increase in urban runoff would occur with any of the alternatives, 
and a decrease would occur with alternatives that include open soace (Alternatives A, 
B, D, and F.) 

0-13. Tnis comment addresses the California Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. The issue of relationship between local coastal plans and the p'rojS 

of the EIS. 
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P-l. Section 4.5 cf the DEIS identifies the potential impact cf cumulative and project traffic 
and suggests improvement programs to mitigate those impacts. Tne DEIS suggests a 
combination of traffic reduction measures (e.g., TDM program) and physical roadway 
improvements that would mitigate the long-term traffic conditions. Tne northbound 
right turn lane and second westbound left turn lane are needed to mitigate the impacts 
of project and cumulative traffic at the Broadway/Pacific intersection. It should be 
noted that the open space plan and streetscape requirements established in the draft 
urban design guidelines for the Navy Broadway Complex provide a substantial increase 
in landscaping and amenities for pedestrians in the study area. 

P-2. Tne suggested improvements at study area intersections along the Pacific Highway 
corridor are necessary to mitigate tlie impacts cf project and cumulative traffic. In all 
cases, the mitigation measures that are suggested in the EIS are at intersections that 
are the junction of major intersections based on traffic projects and do not necessarily 
establish a precedent for the widening- of crossings of Pacific Highway by minor streets 
located between these junctions. As such, it wculd aopear that many of the 
landscaping improvements suggested for the corridor between major intersections could 
be accommodated. 

P-3. Please see response to comments N-l and N-2. Note that the proposed Urban Design 
Guidelines, in conjunction with a major 1.9-acre open space plaza at the foot of 
Broadway, were developed to meet a longstanding City goal of making Broadway the 
waterfront entrance to the City of San Diego. 
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JDeasma M- Wieman, United States Environmental Protection Agency, June 15, 1990 

Q-l. Comment Q-l is a summary of agency concerns that are presented elsewhere in more 
detail and the determination of the rating of the EIS as "Adequate". Responses to 
the environmental concerns are provided below where the more detailed comments 
are discussed. The rating of the EIS as adequate is noted. 

Q-2. Incorporation of appropriate water conservation measures into the project is a valid 
suggestion. Tne requirement to include water conservation features will be stated in 

Q-3. 

mg 
comment for showers, toilets, plumbing maintenance, landscaping, and irrigation. 

of Decision, 

Q-4. Tne Navy will adopt the hazardcus materials mitigation measures discussed in the EiS 
Section 4.11.3 as part of the Record of Decision. 

Q~5. Tae hazardous materials investigation conducted for the project, including soil borings, 
identified the potential for contamination. Tils information is presented in the Draft 
EIS. Estimates of specific types and quantities of hazardous substances to be 
remediated would be made as part of remedial investigations prior to site development. 
.As described in the mitigation discussion in Section 4.11.3 of the EIS, all applicable 
requirements of the Comprehensive Emergency Response Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) will be implemented if hazardous materials regulated by it ars found. 
Commitment is also made to follow the process required by CERCLA and the 
National Contingency Plan, if remediation of hazardous waste is determined to be 
needed. 

Q-6. T i e measures recommended by the EPA are consistent with the mitigation presented 
in the EIS, Section 4.11.3. These measures will be adopted as part of the Record cf 
Decision. 

Q-7. As a commercial office, hotel, and retail development, the Navy Broadway Complex 
Project would not be expected to use or generate substantial amounts cf hazardous 
materials or wastes. As an example, a dry cleaning operation is not anticipated as part 
of the retail or hotel uses within the project. Landscape maintenance could use 
pesticides, so storage of small Quantities on site mav occur. Other activities normal'v 
found in office buildings, retail shops, and hotels that may use hazardous substances 
have not been conceived at this time. Consequently, although it is possible to 
conceptualize that limited use and generation of hazardous substances would occur, 
it is premature to estimate the specific potential types and quantities. Specific uses 
will be defined when the development bids are received following completion of the 
EIS. A l tenants of the project will follow regulations regarding the generation, use, 

i i cmGiUi i , UiSpCSai, d i iu liibvi—iJUi w 'Ji. i i a^d i^OUS iiiaueiia-iS iii LL^JI ^s juiUiiauCw Wi'-U UiC 

law. 
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^ H ^ . Tne comment suggests an appropriate mitigation measure to incorporate into the 
project. The following measure is added to Section 4,11.3 of the EIS: 

• Waste minimization practices, as required by the 1984 RCRA amendments, will 
be incorporated into the project construction and operation. 

Q-9. Tie Navy accepts the EPA's recommendation to include the implementation of a solid 
waste recycling program in the Record of Decision. Please also refer to Response H-
23. 

Q-10. Based on the investigation of potential hazardous waste en the Navy Broadway 
•Complex conducted by'the Navy for the EIS, there are no SWMU's on the site. 
Consequently, RCRA corrective actions are not anticipated. 

Q-ll. Tie comment stating that the removal of PCB's is governed by the Toxic Substance 
Control Act (TSCA) is noted. Tne Navy has an ongcing PCB removal program for 
the site, and other facilities in the San Diego naval compiex, which is conducted in 
full compliance with Federal regulations. 
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HA Colleen Cronin, National Safety Associates, May 16, 1990 (Public Hearting) 

HA-1. This comment does not address the contents of the DEIS. No response is necessary. 
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^ffls. Don Wood, C-3 amd the BaT/frosst Coalition, May 1% 1990 (Public Hearing) 

KB-1. T ie commentator's support for certain features of the project and fcr open space 
included in Aiternative F is noted. T ie comments are not specific to the 
environmental impacts of the project, so no other respcnse is provided. 

HB-2. Tne commentator's concern that this project may set a development intensity 
precedent for the area between Pacific Highway and Karbor Drive is noted. Tne 
proposed project was designed to be consistent with the Central Bayfront Design 
Principles, which provide standards for other development in a broader area to the 
north and south. T ie proposed project fits within the context of development 
intended to be provided along the project area. Whether the San Diego Unified Port 
District complies in its developments with these same guidelines is beyond the control 
of the Navy, 

H3-3. Tne Mission Bay fault is considered a strand cf the Rose Canyon Fault Zone. Like 
several faults is this zone, the Mission Bay Fault is often projected southwards towards 
San Diego Bay and downtown San Diego (please see the 1990 "Woodward-Clyde report 
in Section 4 of,this appendk, particularly 2.3). The faults suspected to extend into the 
downtown area (Kennedy 1975) are typically mapped as "inferred or concealed," hence 
their specific location is not known. Based on previous fault investigations in the west 
part of downtown San Diego by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (Schug 1989) and 
others, It appears unlikely that a signincant fault like the Mission Bay fault extends 
under cr near this site. 

H3-4, In response to this comment, Figures 3-8b and 3-Sc have been developed to show the 
relationship between existins/croDosed develooment on the east side of Pacific 
ITighway and the proposed project on the west side cf Pacific Highway. As shown, the 
prcject is visually consistent with the proposed or existing adjacent development, 
stepping down from the east at Blocks 1, 2, and 4, and rising before stepping down to 
the waterfront at Block 3. Future development at Block 2 reflects FARs for that area. 

HB-5. Figure 3-6 of the DEIS (page 3-10) depicts design guidelines fcr the project. As 
shown, buildings would be set back along Pacific Highway to provide a minimum 
17-foot-wide sidewalk. 
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SECTION 4 

SEISMIC STUDY 

In response to conunents on the geologic analysis in the draft EIS, Wocdward-Clyde Consultants 
prepared "Additional Geologic, Seismic, and Geotechnical Studies. Naw Broadway Complex, San 
Diegc, California." This report is presented in its entirety as Section 4 of this appendix. 
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Attention; Mr. Jim Adams 

ADDITIONAL GHOLOGIC, SEISMIC 
AND GEOTECHNICAL STUDIES 
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX 
SAN DIEGO, CALIF' 

Gentlemen: 

• odward-CIyde Consultants is pleased to provide the accompanying report, which presents 
the results of our geotechnical investigation for the project. This study was performed in 
accordance with our nrooosal dated July i 1, 1990 and the Government Scotse of Work dated 
July 16, 1990. 

This report presents our additional geologic/geotechnical studies for the Navy Broadway 
Complex. The geologic and seismic informaticn presented in this report is intended to 
supplement the DEIS/DEIR as well as to address review comments that'concern geological 
issues and dewatering. 

If yoa have any questions or if we can be of further ser/ice, please give us a call. 

Very truly yours, 

WOODWARD-CLYDE CONSULTANTS 

iyavid L. bcnu 
C.E.G. 1212 
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• jectNo. 9051207D-GE01 

ADDITIONAL GEOLOGIC, SEISMIC AND GEOTECHNICAL STUDIES 
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

This report presents the results of Woodward-Clyde Consultants' (WCC) additional 

geologic/geo technical studies for the Navy Broadway Complex. The purpose of this "study 

is to provide additional geologic and seismic hazards information to supplement the project 

DEIS/DEIR as well as to address review comments that concern geological issues and 

dewatering. We have also been asked to provide an updated discussion of site dewatering 

fcr use cf a hydrostatic resistant mat-type foundation for subsurface construction. -

• 

Background 

The project area encompasses four blocks in west downtown San Diego between North 

Harbor, Broadway and Pacific Highway (Figure 1). Current plans for the Navy Broadway 

Complex are generally as described in "Alternative A" in the DEIS/DEIR prepared by 

Michael Brandman Associates. Woodward-Clyde Consultants conducted a preliminary 

geotechnical investigation fcr the site; a copy of our report entitled "Geotechnical 

Investigation for the Proposed Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California," 

prepared for Hirsch Company, dated February 4, 1988 is on file at the Navy Broadway 

Complex Detachment. 

We have been provided with and have reviewed the memorandum dated May 24, 1990 

prepared by California Division cf Mines and Geology (CDMG). We have also addressed 

specific comments from other agencies and individuals. Responses to comments are being 

provided in a separate document. 
i 

j 

1.2 Scope of Study 

^ H I studies have been based upon review of published geologic information and review of 

our previous geotechnical investigations for the site and other sites in the vicinity of ths 
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Navy Broadway Complex. Additional geotechnical analyses were performed utilizing 

information from our previous test borings and geotechnical laboratory analyses. No new 

subsurface explorations were performed for this study. 

We have organized the following sections of this report as follows: 

Section 2 & 3; Responses to CDMG Comments 

• Section 4: Geotechnical Considerations 

2.0 SEISMICITY 

The following paragraphs present an overview of site seismicity and local/regional faults. 

2.1 Tectonic Setting 

The tectonic setting of the San Diego area is influenced by plate boundary interaction 

between the Pacific and North American iithcspheric plates. This cmstal interaction occurs 

along a broad zone cf northwest-trending predominantly right-slip faults that span the 

width of the Peninsular Ranges and extend offshore into the California Continental 

Borderland Province. At the latitude of San Die^o, this zone extends from the San 

Clemente Fault Zone, located approximately 60 miles west of San Diego to the San 

Andreas fault, located about 90 miles east of San Diego. 

Geologic, geodetic and seismic data indicate that the faults along the eastern margin of the 

plate boundary, including the San Andreas, San Jacinto and Imperial Faults along with 

their associated branches, are currently the most active and appear to be dominant in 

accommodating the motion between the two adjacent plates. A smaller portion of the 

relative plate motion is being accommodated by northwest-trending faults to the west 

Including the Elsinore Fault, Rose Canyon fault, San JVliguel fault, Agua Biancajault, and 

offshore faults including the Coronado Bank, San Diego Trough, and San Clemente fault 

zones. Major regional faults of tectonic significance are shown on Figure 2. 
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2.2 Historical Seismicity 

The locations of earthquakes in the vicinity of San Diego are shown on Figure 3. The 

historical pattern of seismicity in coastal San Diego (since about the 1930s) has generaiiy 

been characterized as a broad scattering of small earthquakes; whereas the surrounding 

regions of Southern California, northern Baja California and the nearby offshore regions 

are characterized by a high rate of seismicity, where many moderate to large earthquakes 

(magnitudes up to 6.5) have occurred during the past 50 years or so (Simons, 1977; 

Anderson and others, 1989). The record of historical earthquakes (magnitude 6 or larger 

earthquakes) available for San Diego is probably as complete as any other region in 

California dating back to the early mission days in the late I7G0s (Anderson and others, 

1989). San Diego has not had a local damaging earthquake since becoming a major 

ocpuiadon center. 

• 
an Diego has experienced strong shaking and miner damage "from several iccal and distant 

arthquakes, but none have been very destructive (Agnew, 1979; Toppozada and others, 

1981). Most of these earthquakes apparently originated at long distances from San Diego, 

generally from locations in the Imperial Valley cr northern Baja California. Earthquakes in 

1800, 1862 and 1892 are believed to have produced the strongest felt intensities in the 

downtown area. The location of the 1800 earthquake (which is estimated to have Modified 

Mercalli intensity VII1 in San Diego) is thought to have been somewhere between San Juan 

Capistrano and San Diego because of the damage it caused at both missions (Toppozada 

and others, 1981). Anderson and others (1989) suggest that the 1S62 earthquake seems to 

have produced the strongest shaking and to have been located ^closer to the San Diego 

metropolitan area than other earthquakes (see Figure 4). During the 1862 earthquake, 

shaking of an estimated intensity of VI to VII on the Modified Mercalli scale was felt in 3 an 

Diego based on reported damage that included cracking of adobe buildings and uosetting of 

small cbjiicts (breaking of dishes, etc.). The epicsntsr for the 1362 earthquake is ace 

known; based on an evaluation of felt reports by Toppozada and others (1931}*'it is 

• 

Tier io the insiaUaticn of saismegraphs in California in tha early I900's aad the dcveLopmcru cf the 

I
Richter .nagrumdo scale, earthquakes were described based upon their ground shaking effects on maivrnade 
pructares and natural features and felt reports. Tn.ese descriptions were incorporated into an intensity scale 
Wi wuicia Cat pnscnt version uicst commonly used is the Mcdiucd Mercalli (MM) (Table IV 
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suggested the event could have been in or near San Diego Bay. Toppozada and others 

estimated the magnitude of the 1862 earthquake at M 5.9. Tne 1392 earthquake is believed 

to have been located in northern Baja California, Mexico, about 100 to 150 km east from 

San Diego (Strand, 1980). This earthquake caused widespread minor damage in San 

Diego; shaking intensity VI to VII is estimated for downtown San Diego (Anderson and 

others, 1989). 

Seismographs were established in San Diego in the early 1930s. Since then, San Diego 

Bay has been the location of repeated "swarms" of small to moderate magnitude 

earthquakes. A 1985 series of earthquakes (largest event M4.7) was centered generaiiy 

within about 0.6 miles (1.0 km) south of the San Diego - Coronado Bay Bridge. A similar 

series of small earthquakes in 1964 was also generally located beneath southern San Diego 

Bay. In July, 1986 a M = 5,3 earthquake ("Oceanside Earthquake") occurred about 40 

miles (70 km) offshore and northwest of San Diego; the area offshore from Oceanside has 

experienced an abundance cf small aftershocks since 1986. Although the 1986 Oceanside 

earthquake was felt strongly in many arsas of San Diego, it did not cause significant 

damage in downtown San Diego. The recent increase in seismicity offshore from 

Oceanside and in San Diego Bay is considered significant by some researchers compared to 

the relative seismic quiescence over the past several decades. Heaton (1989) compares the 

increase in earthquake activity in San Diego to other areas of California, where increases in 

seismic activity has preceded large earthquakes; although Heaton also points out there are 

also many examples of large earthquakes for which seismicity increases did not cccur. 

There are differences of opinion regarding the lack of damaging earthquakes in the San 

Diego area. Despite the fact that the historical record (at least for large earthquakes) dates 

back some two hundred years, it is important to note that the historical record is typically 

very short compared to the average interval, or return period between large, potentially 

damaging earthquakes. Therefore, based only on the historical record of earthquake 

activity, seismic hazard in San Diego is, in cur opinion, difficuh to quantify. 
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2.3 Significant Faults 

The Rose Canyon fault zone is the closest major fault zone to the downtown San Diego 

area and the project site; it extends on land from La Jolla generally through pans of the 

downtown area, to San Diego Bay, and beyond to the south (see Figure 5). The zone is 

complex and is comprised of many related fault segments and associated folds. In the 

offshore areas near San Disgo Bay, Holocene age sediments are displaced by faults 

associated with tlie Rose Canyon fault zone (Kennedy, 1975, 1930); whereas onshore, 

localized evidence also exists for Holocene faulting (Patterson and others, 1986; Rockwell, 

1989). The locations of significant strands of the Rose Canyon fault zone ars not well 

documented in many areas of downtown San Diego, largely because of 'the extensive early 

urban development. 

In the vicinir/ cf San Diego Bay and the project site, the Rose Canyon fault zone has been 

(mapped (Kennedy, 1975) as being comprised cf several fault strands which include: the 

Old Town fault, Spanish Bight fault, Coronado fault and Silver Strand fault. The Mission 

Bay fault is also considered a strand of the Rose Canyon fault zone and, like several fauks 

in the zone, the Mission Bay fault is often projected southwards towards San Diego Bay 

and the downtown San Diego area. The faults suspected to extend iato the downtown area 

(e.g., Kennedy,. 1975) are typically mapped as "inferred" or "concealed" hence their 

specific location is not known. Because of the uncertainty in regard to fault locations, the 

project site is considered to be located about 0.5 to 1.0 miles from significant strands of the 

Rose Canyon fault zone. Collectively, the main faults comprising the Rose Canyon fault 

zone are considered capable of a maximum M7 earthquake (Wocdward-Clyde Consultants, 

1985). 

The eascern-rnosc branch of ihe Rose Canyon fault zone is considered ;:o be die Old Town 

fault. The Old Town fault displaces 'ate Pleistocene sedimenrary deposits near Mission 

Valley. Southeast ol the Old Town area, the Iccaticn and characteristics of the Old town 

fault ar? not known with confidence; however, it is suspected by Kennedy and others 

(1975) io extend iruo the dovvnt; 

ncrth-ncrthwest cf the croiect siU 
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The Spanish Bight fault is another important strand of the Rose Canyon fault zone that is 

mapped about 1 mile (1.6 km) west of the site in San Diego Bay (Figure 6). Based on 

marine geophysical studies in and around the Bay, the Spanish Bight fault is believed to 

displace Holocene sediments (Kennedy and Welday, 1980). Prior to dredging and the 

hydraulic filling operations, the Spanish Bight fault had prominent expression across North 

Island and may have partly created the channel (Spanish Bight) that formerly separated 

North Island and Coronado. 

The Coronado fault is mapped as extending northerly across the Bay where it appears to 

project on land about 0.5 mile to the east of the project arsa (see Figure 6). Although the 

fault is suspected to extend beyond the Bay onland (Treiman, 1984) its location in die 

downtown area (east of the site) is not known. 

The Silver Strand fault extends from Coronado south to the offshore area west of the 

U.3 ./Mexico International Border (Kennedy and Welday, 1980). Based on marine 

geophysical profiling, che Silver Strand fault is located about 2 miles south of the projeci 

area where it appears to die out in San Diego Bay. 

2.4 Distant Seismic Sources 

The La Nacion fault is mapped about five miles to the east of the downtown area; it extends 

from Mission Valley south to Otay Mesa (Figure 2). The Coronado Bank fault zone 

extends roughly parallel to the coastline about 14 miles offshore from downtown. The 

Elsinore fault zone is about 42 miles northeast of downtown. Bach of the above mentioned 

fault zones, as well as more distant fault zones further to the east, offshore and in Baja 

California, are considered capable of producing large (M>6 1/2) earthquakes (Woodward-

Clyde Consultants, 1986) 
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3.0 GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC HAZARDS 

3.1 Fault Surface Rupture 

The project site, like all of the downtown area, is considered to generally lie within the 

Rose Canyon fault zone. Some fault strands within this zone are considered active (WCC, 

1985, 1986; Rockwell, 1989), and therefore present surface rupture hazards. Although 

portions of the Rose Canyon fault zone are being evaluated by the Stats Geologist and are 

to be included in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone2, the west downtown San Diego 

area (and the project site) is not currently being considered for zonation. The City of San 

Diego Municipal Code includes a geologic hazards ordinance which requires geologic 

hazards investigations for new buildings over two stories in height in all of downtown San 

Diego. 

The southern reach of the Rose Canyon fault zone appears to widen and become more 

'complex in the vicinity of San Diego Bay. Within the Bay, and in the immediate offshore 

areas, the Rose Canyon fault zone has been interpreted to be comprised of several 

subparallel strands which include the Spanish Bight, Coronado, and Silver Strand faults 

(Kennedy and Welday, 1980). However, the eastern extent of the Rose Canyon Fault 

Zone on land through the downtown area is not well-defined. Reconnaissance geologic 

logging during the excavation of an east-west, mile-long sewer interceptor (WCC, 1981) 

that extended west on Broadway to the intersection of Kettner and "E" Streets encountered 

a single fault in the vicinity of Front and First Streets about 0.5 mile east of the site. This 

fault is not considered active. Most often, interpretations of possible locations of faults 

within downtown areas have either projected the Old Town fault to the southeast (e.g., 

Kennedy, 1975), cr have been landward projections of offshore faults. 

The faults shown on Figure 5 that are located in San Diego Bay were mapped (Kennedy 

and Welday, 1930) by marine geophysical surveys that included traverses located generally 

parallel r,o the bay margins. These marine geoohysical surveys conducted to dace have not 

identified significant faults in the bay that appear to project through the Broadway Complex 

?- Alquisi-Priolo Zones arc established by ihe State Geologist along aciivs faults and regulates certain 
;velcpiTiCP.t within ihe zone (CDMG Soccial Pubhcation. 421 
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area. Kennedy and Welday (1980) mapped a short, apparently discontinuous fault 

extending generally between Coronado and the Broadway Pier (location "A" on Figure 6). 

This feature was not considered to be prominent on their subbottom reflection profiles and 

it apparently dies out in the bay and does not extend on land into the Broadway Complex 

area. 

Other portions of the Rose Canyon fault zone are suspected to extend into the downtown 

area on land (Kennedy, 1975). In addition to the geologic logging of che sewer interceptor 

excavation along Broadway (ending at Kettner and "E" streets), WCC conducted site-

specific fault investigation for several downtown blocks east of the Broadway Complex 

along Pacific Highway and several blocks to the east. Previous geologic investigations by 

Woodward-Clyde Consultants and others at these nearby sites immediately east of the 

Broadway Complex did not encounter significant faults. Therefore, it is believed that 

previously unrecognized, major active faults do not appear to extend through the west 

downtown area (Schug, 1989). 

Based on previous geologic investigation conducted in San Diego Bay (Kennedy and 

Welday, 1980 and others) and land areas near the Broadway Complex, it appears unlikely 

that the site is traversed by a fault that would present a significant fault rupture hazard. 

Although it is our opinion that it is unlikely the site is traversed by a significant fault, the 

possibility of on-site faulting cannot be precluded based on the available geologic 

information. 

3.1.1 Remedial Measures 

The projecc site area is underlain by hydraulic fill soils placed over natural bay deposits. 

The geologically recent bay deposits extend down to elevations below Mean Sea Level 

(MSL), "whereas groundwater typically occurs within several feet above MSL in the project 

area. Therefore, sits subsurface and groundwater conditions generally preclude using 

typical geclcglc exploration methods such as treach excavations to evaluate possible faults. 

Other geologic invesdgadve techniques are possible (such as geophysical profiling and/or 

deep, closely spaced test borings) which have been used to evaluate suspected faults at 

nearby project sites and adjacent areas oc the bay. However, these mechcds are somewhac 
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indirect and can be inconclusive. Also, at other nearby sites it has been possible to make 

confirmationai geologic observadons in the several story deep basement excavations (which 

extended into Pleistocene materials). 

As indicated in our previous geotechnical investigation for the Navy Broadway Complex, 

the floor level for a two-story basement will be in bay deposits. Without being able to 

direcdy observe Pleistocene (Bay Point Formation) materials in below ground excavations, 

it is unlikely that a fault will be discovered on the site during construction, if a fault were 

observed in construction excavadons or discovered during future investigations, it will be 

necessary to evaluate its recency of past displacements and surfacs rapture potential. If 

evaluation of the fault indicates a significant likelihood for renewed movement within the 

expected project lifetime, and in particular, if the fault was considered "active3 it would be 

inconsistent with current engineering and geologic practice to site strictures directly across 

the fault. Therefore, development options would likely include relocating structures so that 

they are not sited across the fault. 

3.2 Seismic Ground Shaking 

Southern California is a seismically active region and the potential that local strong ground 

shaking could occur in the San Diego area as a result of an earthquake on the Rose Canyon 

or other nearby fault system has been recognized for many years. Tnus, significant ground 

shaking in response to nearby or distant earthquakes should be anticipated during the 

typical design life of structures. Earthquake .ground motions are possible from a number of 

active fault zones, including the Rose Canyon, fault zones in northern Baja California, 

areas offshore from San Diego, and the Imperial Valley. Table 2 includes a summary of 

J An "acUve fault", as defined by Lbe California Division of Mines and Geology, is a fauli: thai has !:had 
surface displacement within Holocene Lime (about the last i 1,0C0 years)' (California Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42). "Potcndaiiy active" faults are defined as 'those thai have evidence of 
acth'ity during die Pleistocene (last 2 to 3 million years but not within the last 11,CCC years). 

For planning and sicing purposes, he poteiuiai for surface iauu rupture is generally considered to exist 
along '''active" and, to a lesser degree, 9.iong :'potenuaily aciive" faults. Those faults thai have been most 
_i?-cendy acdvs, -ir.d paiuculai'y these faults that have been rpcaiedly active during the Holocene, are 

jsideced to have (he greatest ooiondal for future disc I ace men ts. 
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significant local and regional seismic sources, their estimated maximum magnitudes and 

distance from the site. 

Because of its proximity, and recognized potential to produce a large earthquake, the Rose 

Canyon fault zone is considered a significant seismic hazard to downtown San Diego. 

Estimates of the maximum earthquake for the Rose Canyon fault zone range from M 6 1/2 

to 1 1/4 (Wocdward-Clyde Consultants, 19S6) with a maximum M 7 earthquake typically 

considered in local seismic hazard evaluations. A maximum M7 earthquake on the Rose 

Canyon fault zone is also generally consistent with studies by others including Wesnousky, 

1986. The maximum earthquake (or "maximum credible earthquake") is generally 

considered to be the largest earthquake which may ever be expected at the site within the 

known geologic framework. An earthquake of M7 on the Rose Canyon fault occurring at 

an approximate distance on the order of 0.5 to 1.0 miles from the study area can be 

considered the maximum earthquake fcr this site. Based on attenuation relationships such 

as Joyner and Bocre, 1988, this maximum earthquake could result in peak ground 

accelerations in the Navy Broadway Complex area ranging from 0.45 g to 0.60 g. This 

estimate is in general agreement with peak ground accelerations reported by Mualchin and 

j'ones (1987). 

ic is important to note that the esdmated maximum earthquake generally represents a rare 

seismic event with a very low probability of occurrence. Because the site is close to an 

active fault, it is generally considered unrealistic to design for seismic events considered to 

have a very low probability of occurrence (such as the maximum earthquake occurring on 

the closest reach of the fault). For a local seismic source such as the Rose Canyon or La 

Nacion fault zones, there is an approximate probability of occurrence of the maximum 

earthquake of 1 to 2 percent within a 50-year period (WCC, 1986 and on-going in-house 

studies). 

Regional studies have included probabilistic evaluation of seismic hazards in San Diego. 

For example, Anderson and crhers (1989) report chat peak accelerations of 0.10 to 0.20 g 

are "expected about once ever/ 100 years", earthquake resistant design of important or 

critical structures in settings such as downtown San Diego more commonly considers 

results of sice-soecific orobabilisdc seismic hazard analysis. For sites near downtown San 
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Diego (and within about 1 mile from the Rose Canyon fault zone) current studies for sites 

near the Broadway Complex indicate that there is about a 10% probability that an 

earthquake will occur in a 50-year period that will generate peak ground accelerations that 

exceed about 0.35 g. This estimate includes the combined contributions of the Rose 

Canyon, La Nacion, Coronado Bank and Elsinore faults and for all earthquakes of M5 and 

greater. In our opinion, this estimate can generally be considered the "maximum probable 

earthquake" for this site. 

Tne estimates of seismic ground shaking discussed above are intended to provide a general 

assessment of the site seismic hazard and are not intended for design purposes. 

3.2.1 Remedial Measures 

• 

The coastal zone of San Diego, including the downtown area, is currendy assigned to UBC 

Seismic Zone 3. Based on our recent conversations with the Structural Engineers 

Association of San Diego, strong consideration is being given to changing coastal San 

Diego from Zone 3 to Zone 4. The U.S. Navy has historically considered San Diego to be 

Zone 4. 

The maximum earthquake on the Rose Canyon or other nearby fault, if it were to occur, 

would likely result in strong ground shaking, in excess of local building codes, over much 

of coastaiSan Diego. However, buildings designed and built in accordance with modern 

building cedes typically have greater earthquake resistance than indicated by die code 

design and typically have fared well under relatively strong ground shaking conditions 

(Housner and Jennings, 19S2). 

Laxs any ocner irnpcrtant structure vn uowritown oan L-iego, design stuuies ior turure 

projects should consider the likelihood of strong seismic shaking within the design life of 

structures. Earthquake resistant design, utilizing results of site-specific seismic hazard 

analyses (lypically including seismic ground medon information, seismic respcnse spectra, 

and characteristic site period), would reduce potential damage from earthquakes. Even so, 

it is generally considered economically unfeasible to build a cotaliy earthquake-resistant 

oject; thereiore. it is possible that a large or nearby earthquake could cause damage at the 
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site. In this regard, the seismic hazard associated with the Navy Broadway Complex 

project is not considered appreciably different than nearby areas of downtown San Diego 

and most of ccastal San Diego County. 

3.3 Liquefaction 

Seismically induced liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated granular 

materials develop high pore water pressure and lose strength due to ground vibrarions 

induced by earthquakes. Soil liquefaction can result in ground settlements and increased 

lateral and uplift pressures on underground structures. Buildings supported on soils that 

have liquefied often settle and tilt; light-weight structures may float upwards to the ground 

surface and foundadons may displace laterally causing structural failure. 

The City of San Diego Municipal Code requires an evaluation of liquefaction potential for 

building sites that lie within areas identified en the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study 

as being susceptible to liquefaction. The City of San Diego Building Code (Section 

91.02.2905) includes the criteria for a liquefaction evaluation. The Broadway Complex 

site lies within Geologic Hazard Category No. 31 (as identified on the City Seismic Safety 

Study) in which potential ground failure associated with liquefaction is considered 

"relatively high", and therefore a liquefaction evaluation is required by the Code. 

Using information from our previous geotechnical investigation, we have made a 

preliminary evaluation of liquefaction susceptibility based on penetration resistance blow 

counts of the sampler on the technique outlined by Seed and Idriss (19S2), and Section 

91.02.2905 of the City of San Diego Building Code. We have converted the blow counts 

obtained by a Modified California Sampler to corrected blow count values (N'Oeo by using 

the appropriate correction factors for the type of sampler used, the influence of overburden 

•pressure, drill red length, and grain size. The Seed and Idriss analysis method evaluates 

susceptibility to liquefaction using empirical relationships between the corrected blow count 

values and the stress conditions for a design peak ground acceleration and earthquake 

magnitude. Section 51,02.2905 (g) in the Building Code specifies that liquefaction 

susceptibility analyses be perfcrmed using a minimum Magnitude 5 earthquake with a peak 

ground acceleration of approximately 0,19 g and 0.23 g for structures with occupancy 
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importance factors4 of 1.0 and 1.25, respectively. For this evaluation, it was assumed that 

either occupancy importance factor may apply to the site. 

The results of our analysis are presented in Figure 7. Blow counts for the hydraulic fill 

soils above the water table at the time of drilling are not presented. Critical blow count 

values (NOgo falling to the left of lines of calculated critical values (Ni) c for peak ground 

accelerations of 0.19 g and 0.23 g indicate soils that are potentially liquefiable under the 

assumed conditions. Figure 7 indicates that approximately 45 percent of the granular 

hydraulic fill, bay deposits and Bay Point formation between elevations of approximately 

+3 feet and -30 feet MSL are equal to or smaller than the (Ni)c values for a peak ground 

acceleration of 0.19 g. It is our opinion that the relatively denser and/or more cohesive 

soils of the Bay Point Formation below -15 feet have a low potential for liquefaction, so as 

not to constitute a potential liquefaction hazard. 

The potentially liquefiable bay deposits underlie the entire site with a general thickening of 

the layer to the south. The consequences of liquefaction, should it cccur at this site, 

probably would be manifested in the form of localized sand boils, differential ground 

settlements and increased lateral earth pressures on retaining structures. Based on the 

analyses by Tokimatsu and Seed (1987), we estimate that the total and differential 

settlements on the order of perhaps 2 to 7 inches could occur during the seismic ground 

shaking associated with the San Diego Building Code. A more severe earthquake could 

produce more extensive liquefaction. 

3.3.1 Remedial Measures 

Because of che potential for liquefaction at the site, we recommend that deep pile 

foundations, cr structural mats designed for the articleated set^'emems be used to nniti-̂ a^e 

or reduce potential structural damages to buildings. 

• Occupancy imcoaance factors ars defined in the Uniform B'iilding Code. Any building where -ihe 
primary occupancy in Tor assembly use for more than 300 persons (in one room) has an impcruince facior 
;f 1.25; 3.11 others arc 1.0 c.xcaot for essential facilities which are 1,5. 
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Quay wall failure in the event cf liquefaction is possible. The effects of a failure would be 

lateral spreading and settlement of the soil contained behind the existing quay wall which 

would result in disruption of local street and rail traffic and damage to below ground 

utilities. The zone of impact could extend for several hundred feet behind the quay wall. 

To mitigate the potential damages due to quay wall failure, the quay wall design should-be 

reviewed and modified or reconstructed as necessary to withstand effects of liquefaction 

and ground motion associated with a design earthquake. 

3.4 Tsu nami s/S eiche s 

A tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide or volcanic action 

which travels over the ocean. Earthquakes generated either locally or at great distances are 

considered to be the primary mechanisms capable of generating a tsunami. A seiche is an 

earthquake-induced wave in a confined body of water such as San Diego Bay. Hazards 

from tsunami and seiche inundation in the San Diego Bay area are difficult to assess 

because of die relatively snort histoxicai xecoxd and the lack of detailed studies in the subject 

area. 

Tsunamis travel across the ccean as a powerful wave up to 50 miles long, 1 to 2 feet high, 

and at speeds up co 500 mile per hour. As the tsunami waves approach the coastline, the 

shallow bottom topography and configuration of the coastline can transform the waves into 

very high and potentially damaging waves and strong currents. Most damaging tsunamis 

are associated with vertical tectonic displacements and earthquakes with a magnitude of 6.4 

or greater (lida, 1963). The threat to San Diego of tsunamis generated from remote 

earthquakes appears to be minor since the offshore topography of Southern California 

would act as a diffuser and reflector (Joy, 1968). The primary horizontal movement of the 

local offshore faults minimizes the potential for a locally generated tsunami. Houston and 

Garcia (1978) predicted that the inner San Diego Bay would be protected by the shoaling 

effect cf the local coastline. The Saa Diego Coast Regional Commissioa (1974) presented 

an opposing view by stating that the offshore area is insufficiently studied tc make 

;mencs on tne poriri.suraticn QT inz cay. 
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Historical data from the past 170 years indicates that wave heights and run-up elevations 

experienced along the Southern California coast as a result of distant tsunamis have fallen 

within the normal range of the tides (Joy, 1968). Five of the greatest tsunamis representing 

all of the major generating zones of the Pacific produced minimal or no damage along the 

San Diego coastline. Only two or three tsunamis generated off of Southern California have 

been recorded and all were barely noticeable in San Diego. The largest recorded tsunami to 

reach San Diego was caused by the 1960 earthquake in Southern Chile and measured at 4.6 

feet in height. Recorded tsunamis that produced waves at San Diego greater than one foot 

is presented in Table 3. Houston and Garcia (1974) estimate the 100-year and 5Q0-year 

runup from tsunamis as being 7.4 feet and 14.5 feet (above Mean Sea Level), respectively, 

for the San Diego Bay area near the Broadway Complex. 

There has been no reported occurrence of significant seiches within the San Diego area. 

Strong, local earthquakes on the Rose Canyon fault or Coronado Sank fault zone could 

produce a seiche with significant run-up and unusually high water levels. 

i 
3.4.1 Remedial Measures 

The hazard from tsunamis and seiches in San Diego Bay is considered low. To our 

knowledge, coastal structures in and around San Diego Bay do not include design 

considerations for tsunamis nor seiches. An extreme tsunami or seiche resultins from a 

strong local earthquake could damage existing coastal facilities and also result in strong 

currents and/or waves overtopping quay walls with some associated flooding. However, 

these possible events are not likely to produce substantial damage to facilities located 

several hundred feet back from the shoreline. Therefore, special design considerations for 

tsunamis or seiches do not appear warranted for the Navy Broadway Complex. 

4.0 GHOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Preliminary foundation alternatives were evaluated in cur ore vie us -eo technical 

iavestigadon for the Broadway Complex, in the following paragraphs we present an 

updated discussicn cf possible foundation tyces and dewaterins;. 
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4.1 Soil Conditions and Subsurface Construction Options 

The existing ground surface at the site is relatively flat with surface elevations +9 to +12 

feet (MSL). The groundwater levels at the site are tidally influenced, but typically are in the 

elevation range of 1/2 to 2 1/2 feet above MSL Datum. The soil profile typically consists 

of fill over bay deposits over Pleistocene marine terrace materials. The Pleistocene 

materials are competent bearing material fcr deep foundations or shallow footings. This 

bearing strata is typically encountered at elevation of -10 to -15 feet MSL. Tne overlying 

materials are potentially liquefiable and moderately compressible, but have and are 

supporting one- and two-story structures. 

Construction of a single level below grade can probably be accomplished with little or no 

dewatering, with support of the buildings on pilings and use of a structural floor system. 

Construction of two levels below grade will require construction dewatering, pile 

foundations and structural floor system to support building loads and to resist uplift water 

forces on the order of 7 to 10 feet. Waterproofing cf floors and walls will be required. It 

will probably take a 3 level below grade structure to completely penetrate all loose 

compressible and liquefiable soil. At this depth and at greater depths, dewatering will be 

needed during construction and a very strong tnat or structural fleer system will be required 

to resist 16 to 20 feet of uplift force- Waterproofing of walls and floor will be required. 

We have prepared an order-of-magnitude estimate relative to cost differences for various 

foundation treatments. At depths of one and two levels below grade, the pile foundations 

and structural floor slab costs are probably roughly equivalent to a hydrostatic mat 

(assuming a five or six level structure and basement floor slab good for 500 psf loading). 

At a depth of three levels below grade (where bearing capacity of the soils is sufficient to 

support the structure on spread tootin^s and could permit use ot a 6-inch thick 

unreinferced floor slab) the hydrostatic mat is on the order of 6 to 7 times more expensive 

than the cost of spread footings, a floor slab, and the capital cost of installing a permanent 

dewatering system. 
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4.2 Dewatering 

As discussed above, construction of two levels below grade will require dewatering for 

construction purposes. However, permanent dewatering systems with discharges to San 

Diego Bay are no longer allowable. Temporary dewatering for construction purposes 

could also potentially impact adjacent off-site areas. Therefore the effects of construction 

dewatering should be limited to on-site areas as closely as possible. Based on om 

experience on previous projects along and near the bay, the following are general 

considerations and possible options for construction dewatering; 

* Deep wells have been used on similar sites to do construction dewatering 

and appear feasible for the Broadway Compiex site. 

It may be possible to use well points and ground sumps and/or pumps for 

localized areas which could reduce potential off-site impacts. 

Some groundwater contamination is known at nearby areas. Any 

encountered contaminated groundwater would require treatment of water 

removed. 

* A perimeter cutoff with slurry wall would significantly reduce inflow to 

dewatering system. It appears possible to use sheetpile to shore excavations 

and to provide perimeter cutoff of groundwater on a temporary basis (i.e. 

during construction). The sheetpiles need to :be driven deep and the 

interlocks grouted. 

* i'-emjecitiOn WVAAS to cut grounuwai-er cacx vnto gTOunci ano nvairuam 

groundwater levels around the outside of the construction area was only 

marginally successful at other sites along the bayfront. If this method is 

proposed to mitigate potential conscUdation settiement at nearby sites, the 

design, construction and generation of reinjecdon welts needs careful 

attendcn and special expertise. 
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4.3 Permitting 

4.3.1 Dewatering Discharge During Construction 

On April 23, 1990 the Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Section 

(RWQCB) adopted Order Number 90-31 (Order). This Order defines the general 

requirements for groundwater dewatering discharges to San Diego Bay (and its tributaries). 

This Order also establishes a ban en all new permanent dewatering systems which would 

discharge to San Diego Bay. However, the Order does not prohibit construction 

dewatering provided specific guidelines and requirements of the Order are complied with. 

New construction projects which require dewatering will be required to submit an 

application to the RWQCB requesting authorization for discharge under authority of the 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0108707. Tlie 

application is to be prepared in the form of a letter, specifically addressing each item 

presented in RWQCB Order No. 90-31. In brief, the Order xequiies the applicant to 

comply with the following: 

Acknowledgement that the specific discharge prohibitions will be complied 

with; 

* Development of a treatment system, or adequately demonstrate compliance 

with specific discharge effluent limitations; 

* A.dequate justification supporting compliance with limitations (water quality 

objectives) on impact and affect to receiving waters; 

Acknowledgment of specific provisions in the Order with a statement of 

compliance m achieve those provisions (i.e., by-pass conditip-ns, upset 

A program tc fuifill specified monu'ering and reporting req'iiremencs; axid 
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A letter signed by a licensed engineer certifying the adequacy of the 

treatment system to achieve compliance with che Order, including required 

manuals, contingency plans, and monitoring programs. 

Subsequent to submittal of the above described applications, RWQCB staff will review the 

information for its completeness relative to the Order and if satisfactory, staff will issue a 

letter authorizing discharge of groundwater for a specific construction period. Factors 

important to receipt of the authorization letter include the following: 

Maximum groundwater discharge flowrate; 

Accurate estimate of dewatering period (length of time); 

Certification that contaminant mass loads5 will comply with the Ocean Plan 

and die San Diego Basin Plan; and 

Reasonable, practicable contingency plans. 

Based on Woodward-Clyde Consultant's experience (San Diego Convention Center), a 

project of this size (approximately 16 acres) and proximity to the bayfront may require at or 

near 250 gallons per minute of groundwater discharge for each of the 4 city blocks to 

adequately dewater the area during construction. 

4.3.2 Soil Removal 

Excavation and removal of soil could be addressed by the excavation contractor in two 

pnases. A.s necessary, i nase i wouiu audress tnose areas contaminateu witri nazarQous 

and/or petroleum hydrocarbon waste material. If soil is found at this site ccmaminated with 

hazardous materials (i.e., RCRA listed or characteristic waste material as defined in the 

Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 40, Subpart C -k D and/or California Waste 

identified in the California Cede of Regulations, Title 22), the soil must be treated to meet 

^ A contaminant mass load is equivalent to the aciuai cumidative mass of ccfUaniinaiU being discharged 
fr unit time (I.e., pounds cf petroleum hydrocarbons ccr34 hours). 
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current Federal and State and disposal requirements and disposed of at an appropriately 

licensed landfill. If the soil is contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, the excavation 

contractor may select one of several alternatives, including the following: 

» Bioremediate the petroleum hydrocarbon contamination under approval 

from the County Department of Health Services (CDOHS) and dispose off-

site at a landfill whose operator has been informed of the nature of the 

contamination and the resultant characteristics of the treated soil; 

Arrange for other suitable CDOHS approved on-site treatment and off-site 

disposal; 

Contract fcr off-site treatment and disposal with a licensed treatment facility. 

Phase II soil removal would address non-contaminated soil. The excavation contractor 

would be required to identify off-site users of excavated soils and arrange for processing 

(spreading out the material for sun-drying, mechanical discing and/or other appropriate soil 

processing techniques) prior to alternative use. Phase II may not require CDPHS approval, 

rather it is dependant on the requirements of those parties purchasing anct/or accepting the 

fill material. 
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TABLE 1 

ABRIDGED MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE 
INTENSITY VALUE AND DESCRIPTION* 

I) Not felt except by a few under especially favorable circumstances. (I Rossi-Fcrel 
Scale). 

II) Felt only by a few persons at rest, especially on upper floors of buildings. 
Delicately suspended objects may swing. (I to TI Rossi-Forel Scale). 

III) Felt quite noticeably indoors, especially on upper floors of buildings, but many 
people do not recognize it as an earthquake. Standing motorcars may rock slightly. 
Vibration like passing of truck. Duration estimated. (HI Rossi-Forel Scale). 

IV) During the day felt indoors by many, outdoors by few. At night some awakened. 
Dishes, windows, doors disturbed; walls make creaking sound. Sensation like 
heavy truck striking building. Standing motorcars rocked noticeably. (IV to V 
Rossi-Forel Scale). 

V) Felt by nearly everyone, many awakened. Some dishes, windows, and so on 
broken; cracked piaster in a few places; unstable objects overturned. Disturbances 
of trees, poles, and other tall objects sometim.es noticed. Pendulum clocks may 
stop. (I Rossi-Forel Scale). 

VI) Felt by all, many frightened and run outdoors. Some heavy fumirure moved; a few 
instances cf fallen plaster and damaged chimneys. Damage slight. (VI to VII 
Rossi-Forel Scale). 

VTI) Everybody runs outdoors. Damage negligible in buildings of good design and 
construction; slight to moderate in well built ordinary structures; considerable in 
poorly builc or badly designed structures; some chimneys broken. Noticed by 
persons driving cars. (VIII Rossi-Forel Scale). 

UI) Damage slight in specially designed structures; considerable in ordinary substantial 
buildings with partial collapse; great in poorly built structures. Panel walls thrown 
out of frame structures. Fall of chimneys, factory stacks, columns, monuments, 
walls. Heavy furniture overturned. Sand and mud ejected in small amounts. 
Changes in well water. Persons driving cars disturbed. (VIIN- to IX Rossi-Forel 
Scale), 

IX) Damage considerable in specially designed structures; well designed frame 
structures thrown out of plumb; damage great in substantia! buildings, with partial 
collapse. Buildings shifted off foundations. Ground cracked conspicuously. 
Underground pipes broken. (IX-r Rossi-Forel Scale). 

vn 

Wood -md Neumunn, 1931. 
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X) Some well built wooden structures destroyed; most masonry and frame structures 
destroyed with foundations; ground badly cracked. Rails bent. Landslides 
considerable from river banks and steep slopes. Shifted sand and mud. Water 
splashed, slopped over banks. (X Rossi-Forel Scale). 

XI) Few, if any, (masonry) structures remain standing. Bridges destroyed. Broad 
fissures in ground. Underground pipelines completely out of ser/ice. Earth 
slumps and land slips in soft ground. Rails bent greatly. 

XII) Damage total. Waves seen on ground surface. Lines of sight and level distorted. 
Objects thrown into the air. 
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TABLE 2 

SEISMIC SOURCES SUMMARY 

Source 
Name 

Rose 
Canyon 

La Nacion 

Coronado 
Bank 

San Diego 
Trough 

SCO^D 

Elsinore 

San Jacinto 

San Andreas 
(South 
Segment) 

Agua Blanca 

San Miguel 

Primary 
Displacement 

Strike-Slip 
and Oblique 

Noimal 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slio 

Strike-Slip 

S tike-Slip 

Strike-3 lip 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

Estimated 
Length, miles 

50 

16 

156 

156 

43 

194 

150 

>2C0 

90 

60 

Closest Distance 
From Site, 

miles 

0.5 - 1.0 

7 

13 

24 

41 

60 

90 

50 

90 

Slip Rate 
mm/yr 

1.2-1.9 

0.05 

3.0 

1.0 

0.5 

5.0 

8.0 

25.0 

4.0-6.0 

0.5-2.0 

Estimated 
Maximum 
Magnitude 

7 

6 1/2 

7 3/4 

7 1/2 

7 

7 1/2 

7 1/2 

3 

7 1/2 

7 
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TABLE 3 

TSUNAMIS RECORDED AT SAN DIEGO 

Earthquake Approximate Height 
Maenitude Date Epicenter at San Dieso 

(?) 

8.3 

3.3 

7.4 

8.25 

.0-8.5 

25-8.5 

8.4 

Aug. 13, 1368 

Nov. 10, 1922 

Feb. 4, 1923 

Apr. 1, 1946 

Nov. 5, 1952 

Mar. 9, 1957 

May 22, 1960 

Mar. 27, 1964 

N. Chile; So. Peru 

Atacama, No. Chile 

Kamchatka 

Aleutian Islands 

Kamchatka 

Aleutian Islands 

So. Chile 

Alaska 

1.0 ft. 

1.3 ft. 

1.3 ft. 

1.3 ft. 

2.3 ft. 

1.5 ft. 

4.6 ft. 

3.7 ft. 

Source: Joy, 1968 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 
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